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Abstract

Over recent years there has been in increase in the number of rules and regulations
pertaining to counselling in New Zealand. This project Iooks at the power relations
constituted in those changes for a small group of counsellors. The social constructionist
perspective 1s evaluated and found to provide a useful epistemological basis for this
inquiry, when used in combination with a critical realist epistemology. This
epistemological duality allows the objects under discussion to have different types of
ontological status ranging from the soctally constructed to the (more or less) real. An
overview of the different stvles of narrative analysis is presented and the conclusion
reached that structural models of identifying and analysing narrative are not appropriate for
working with frapmentary narratives. A model 13 presented for identification and analysis
of fragmentary narratives based on content.

Three narratives about being a counsellor are identified; the 'counsellor as double agent’,
the 'unsupported counsellor' and the unyielding counsellor'. The story of the counsellor as
double agent is the story of a counsellor who may promote either training or relattonship as
having primary importance, depending on context. The story of the unsupported counsellor
18 the story about the lack of support of the relationship aspect of counselling outside of
peer circles. The story of the unyielding counsellor is the story of the counsellor who would
leave rather than compromise her values. These three narratives are presented as being co-
existent. Through analysis of these natratives the type of control practise constituted 1 the
new rules and regulations is 1dentified as being a type of 'sovereign ' or overt power
practise. This characterisation of that power practise lends validity to subsequent
discussions about resistance to the cultural change constituted in the new requirements. The
power practices operating prior to the recent changes are identified as being 'disciplinary’ or
covert mn nature. The conclusion 1s reached that the 'counsellor’ represented by the text
under analysis is not necessarily operating under normative regimes, and may at times
adopt a deconstructive approach to the processes underlying construction of behaviour as
'‘problem’.
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Intraduction

As a counscllor in private practice 1n New Zealand [ am interesied in changes that are
happening n the counselling industry in this country. It has been my experience that over
the last five to ten years there has been a profound change in the form of an inerease in the
number and specifienty of the regulations and other formalised requirements which
employers, ethical bodies, registration authoritics and funding agencies may now use 1o

serutinisc counselling and counsellors.

In recent years the New Zealand Association ol Counsellors (INZAC) has significantly
tightened its requirements for membership, moving to an increased emphasis on tertiary
qualifications. The Accident Compensation Carporation {ACC), one of the public bodics
funding counseliing in New Zealand, recently required all its approved counscllors to
reapply under more stringent criteria. ACC has also introduced changes to the counselling
approval process which require the counsellor to structure the counselling process and
constantly report on that process. This is regarded by many counscllors to be intrusive and
counter therapeutic, according to an article published in the New Zealand Health Review
(2003, July). The new counscllung approval procedures introduced by ACC also place an
increased cmphasts on abnormal psychology including assessment and diagnosis using the
criteria of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (Amcrican Psychiatric
Association, 1994). This change was criticised in the New Zealand Health Review article
for enforcing a medical model on counsellors, who may work from a variety of different
non medical models, This change wag also crificised for being abusive of clients, by
labelling themn as mentally disordered. There were other aspects of the new procedures
which were also considered to be abusive of clients including the requirement to provide
substantial detail of sexual abuse af a refatively carly stage of ecngagement, and the
requirement for the client to undergo Diagnostic and Treatment Assessment (DATA) by an

ACC DATA assessor, 1f they wished to continue In counselling past thirty scssions.

In September 2003 the NZAC members newsletler reported on the resulis of a survey

which that organisation had undertaken of its members who were cutrently ACC
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counsellors, or who had recently resigned from ACC work. The survey results indicated
that most counsellors who were invelved with ACC work were concerned about the
changes which were regarded as over regulatory, counter therapeutic and about meeting the
needs of ACC rather than clients. The survey report commented that it was the more

experienced counseliors who had ceased making themselves available for ACC work, or

who were contemplating doing so.

The Family Court, another public body funding counselling in New Zealand, has recently
introduced new forms and procedures for counsellors wishing to be approved to work with
clients funded by the Family Court. The type of information the Family Court now
requires Is similar to the new criteria which both the NZAC and ACC have imposed. Under
the Health Practitioners Competence Assurance Bill a new state entity will be created
which will administer mandatory registration for all counsellors under a registration system

which will limit the type of work a counselior may do to a defined scope of practise.

Miller (1994) predicted that changes of this type might take place in New Zealand as a
result of the increasing importance of what she termed 'professionalisimn’ in counselling.
Miller (1994) defined professionalism as a response to the open market economy where
service providers were required to compete with each other for shrinking resources. [ read
professionalism is this sense as being about status. Milier (1994} expressed the concern that
as third party funding agencies were becoming the ones who had to be impressed, they
could end up determining how counselling was defined, and 'professionalism’, in
counselling would, ironically, end up destroying the professional autonomy of counseliors
in New Zealand. Miller (1994} based her prediction on changes she described which had

already taken place in counselling 1n the United States and Britain.

Webb (1998) sounded a similar warning about potential threats to counselling in New
Zealand, and described that threat as arising from 'New Right thinking'. Webb (1998)
describes s1x ways in which she regards New Right thinking as functioning to disable
soctally relevant counselling provision. These invelve the strategies of a culture of personal

blame and responsibility, the introduction of user pays and contracted counselling, and the
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hijacking of principles and concepts, (which Webb (1988) describes as a type of discursive
guerrilla tactics; using the language of social caring to entrap practitioners into a state of
powerlessness). Other strategies include overwork and constant reorgamsation and the
introduction of professional admimstrators, persons in positions of organisational power
who know nothing about the work which is the primary purpose of the organisation. Webb
(1998) concludces that these strategies could have the effect of deskilling the counsellor as
counsellors energies are directed more and more towards their own personal survival and

both client and wader community 1ssues receive less attention.

The scenec is sef then. Enter stage left; a small group of women counsellors who have
lived/are i1 the process of living, through these changes. Enter stage right; another of their
number who wishes to investigate and document their experience in doing so. Why? you
might ask. Well, firstly so that those counsellors have the opportunity to tell their story, and
secondly, so that the one who wishes to mnvestigate and document can use her analysis of

those stories to try and advance current understandings of the meaning(s) of power and

resistance.

Regulations and other requirements which institutions may apply to individuals could be
described as an 'apparatus' for the control of individuals (Foucault, 1995). The writings of
Michel Foucault have been described as "the most important contemporary effort to

develop a method for the study of human beings and to diagnose the current situation of our
society” (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983, p. xvii). Dreyfus & Rabinow (1983} describe that
method as a unique combination of some aspects of structuralism with some aspects of

hermeneutics, without strictly speaking being either of those things.

The writings of Michel Foucault which I refer to in this project are mostly drawn from the
text Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (1995). Although subtitled 'the birth of
the prison’ this book is not really about prison per se, but about the development of

disciplinary technology with the prison used as a metaphor for society in general (Dreyfus

& Rabinow, 1983),



Foucault (1993) desertbes how modern westerns culture has created the individual as object
and furthermore has mstalled within cach indiwvidual a system of internal surveillance which
render the self as abject visible and thercfore able to be controlled. Although the
surveillance 1s intermnal, and individuals experience this control practise as 'self’ control, the

norms against which the object self is evaluated are culturally determined.

Foucault (1993) uses the example of the Panopticon (a model prison) as a metaphor for the
survetllance of the individual as object. The Panopticon prison was designed around a
central control tower which had windows all around it. Around the central tower was & ring
of prison cells each with a large window facing inwards towards the ceniral tower and
another large window on the wall opposite facing outwards. The benefits of this design
from a prison admimstrators pomt of view were not simply that all the prisoners in the ring
of cells would be visible to a single guard in the tower, but that knowing this, the prisoncrs
would not do anything they thought they might get into trouble for. The cffect of the
constant visibility would be thus to create 'the guard’ in the mind of cach prisoner, so that
the prisoners became their own controllers. According to Foucault (1995) the control of
mndividuals by the culture of the socicty works in the same way, that ts we are all prisoner
and we are all our own guard, momtonng and adjusting our behaviowr so that it conforms to
the norms of the society. Foucaull (1993) called the lvpe of power exercised in this way
‘disciplinary power' and the means of application of disciplinary power were referred to as

'disciplinary apparatus' or ‘disciplinary technologies”.

Rose (1989) builds on the analysis of Foucault (1995) to explore in some detait the
disciplinary lechnologies individuals are subject to in various settings and the way these
control practices affect the individual's experience of themselves. Of particular inlerest to
me are the descriptions Rose (1989) provides of psychologists as agents m the exercise of
disciphinary power. Rose (1989) traces the development of psychometrics and
developmental psychology to the eugenics movement of the ninetecenth century,

Fle deseribes how the eugeniticists regarded fechle mindedness as the major soctal problem
of the trme. The feeble minded were considered "kith and kin of the prostitute, the

tubercudar. the insane, the unemplovable, the vagrant and the libertine - all manifestations
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of a degenerate constitution” {Rose, 1989, p. 139). Another major concern was that "the
race renewed itself most rapidty from its inferior sections, with a consequent increase mn

hereditary unfitness down the generations” (Rose, 1989, p. 139}

According to Rose (1989} identification and management of the feeblc minded and other
types ol inferiors was the motivation behind the development of the concept of ‘normal
intelligence' and subsequent tests Lo find which individuals {ell below the nonn. Rose
{1989} deseribes how "Bugenics sought a link between the biological, heritable, variabic
basis of mental characteristics and the critenia of social worth, This link was forged by
psychologists, who measured the senses and related those measurements with social

judgements” (Rose, 1989, p. 141).

Rose (1989) considered the disciplinary apparatus of developmental psychology to be even
more powerful and pervasive than that found wn psychometnes and T am in agreement with
Rosc here. | can remember what it was like to be a mother of a small child and have the
‘deveiopmental norms” wiuch my chitd should attain listed for me 1 the Plunket book. The
Planlet nurse would come to the house to check up and make sure that things were as they
should be' with my child. | was concerned least my child should fail to perform according
io the schedule and be therelfore described as 'slow' or 'behind' in a particular developmental
measure, becanse, in my experience, those labels once applied, knew no bounds, and tended

1o stick.

As with psychometrics Rosc (1989) views developmerntal psyehology as a eugenics
inspired project whereby the state seeks to differentiate inferior individuals so that it can
wistitute different stronger control praclices against that population, that particular
problematical section of socicty, 'slow children', ‘problem individuals'. 1 see developmental
psychology a little differently, having experienced its effects as a mother, T view it as aiso
being a patriarchal control praclise atmed at women in general and mothers in particular. If
my child had failed to meet its developmental targets then there was no doubt in my mind
that I wouid have failed as a mother, me personally, not my busband, not my family, not

my commuritly and certainly not sociely at large, but me mysell. I would have faiicd to
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fulfil one of those most basic fundamental functions which according to society gave

women a reason for being, and that was producing and raismg a normal healthy' child.

Although, generally speaking [ find the analysis prowvided by both Foucault (1995) and
Rose (1989} to be extremely useful, I have a problem with the deseriptions which these
authors provide of these types of power operations, when I try and apply them to my own
prolession. The inereasing raft of regulations and requirements which various institutions
may these days apply 1o counsellors could be described as a disaphinary apparatus’
(Foucault, 1993}, which has the cffect of positioning the counscllor m a ficld of view and
subject to the disciplinary or mormalising gaze' (Rose, 1989), The disciphnary gaze could
be described as having the function of exerciging disciplinary power over the counscllor in
order to produce the 'docile’ counsellor, who in tumn uses normative regimes (o discipline
clients 1o conform to the norms of the society {Rose, 1989). [ do not like to think of my
profession 11 this way, and would Tike to think that it was possible to resist such power
practices. A problem artses for me here though, because neither of these authors provides
any cncouraging deseriptions of resistance to disciplinary power, and 1 do experience my
counselling subculture as expressing some resistance to the changes which have happencd

i the industry over the last ten vears.

Before | present my readings of the stories of my peers, there arc some other tasks I must
attend to. Firstlv [ must provide some description of the particular setting within theorctical
psychology 1 which | see myself attempting {o operate, namely social constructionasm.
This 15 the tagk I do battle with tn Chapter One. Secondly [ must attend to the requirements
of self disclosure and reflextvity, by giving some background to myself as counsellor and
femumist, and this 1s done 1 Chapter Two. In Chapter Three [ explore 13sues of
methodology concerning the use of narrative. [n Chapter Four I present a theoretical
framework from my counselling practise which I use to recognise narratives. Chapters Five,
Six and Seven focus on ihe stories of my participants and in Chapter Eight 1 (psycho)

analysc stories about power relations which can be read in the stories of the counsellor.



Chapter One: A theoretical (re) positioning of social constructionisn.

In this rescarch project T have used a fonm of narrative analysis to investigate counsellors'
slomes about being a counscllor. There are many ditferent ways of doing rescarch which
could be included in the general deseription marrative analysis' and I shall provide some
description of these in Chapter Three where | introduce the theory behind my own
methodology. The purpose of this present chapter 1s to describe the theoretical perspective
which [ believe 1s common to the majority of different ways of working with narrative. and

that common aspect s social constructionism.

Although social constructionist perspectives in psychology have been around for about
thirty years now, and are considered by some to have reached 4 stage of comfoitable mmddle
age, (Stam, 20017 1 behieve they are still [argely thought of as being a departure from the
normal way of thinking. 1 note that the term ‘mainstream’ social psyvchologists (Rdlev,
2001} 1s still assumed to refer to empirical social psvchologists and not social
constructionists. I believe that there is further evidence of the marginal position of social
constructionism in the conventions of report writing [ see in psvchological hiterature. Social
constructionist rescarchers usually begin their reports by outlining and substantiating the
epistemwotogical position they seck to speak from, whereas rescarchers who work in the
more traditional, mainstream empiricist way do not atlend to this aspect of their
mvestipations. My reading of this difference m reporting conventions 1s that this aspect of
the work of empiricist researchers 1s taken for granted, is seen as not being in nced of any
explication or explanaiion, 1n other words, 1t 13 normal. Rescarchers secking to speak from
other positions however, need to justify their departure from normality by identifying and
validating their speaking position. [ have chosen to follow the convention of other social
constructiomst rescarchers, It 1s my intention to both attempt some description of social
constructiomsm, and at the same time to 1dentify the position | take within that generalised

epistemological territory known as social constructionism.



In erder 1o provide some description of social constructionism [ shall be using a forin of
narrative process 1n that I will be telling stories about the history and origing of social
constructionism. In that sense my use of narrative begns here as | attempt to story my
understandings of social construcnomsm using narrative process as both mv means of
meantng making and my way of arnculating my understandings. While the use of narrative
process n this sense was not a featurc of the literature which contributed to the developing
theory of social constructionism, the concept of narrative was an important part of that
developing theory, (Gergen & Gergen, 1984; Sarbin, 1980}, as was the dea that social
knowledge was both a product of and a determuining influcnee upon the process of history
making {Gergen, 1973). What this suggests to me is that telling stories and an awarcness of
history are both accepied aspects of soclal constructiontsm, With this in mind | begin the
process of attempling to descrnibe my ‘knowledge’ using narrative, that is telling stories, as
my way ol acknowledging the relationship between history and current understandings. My
first story is a history of myself as feminist student, becoming disenchanted with empirical

psychelogy and Tooking to social constructionism for an alternative.

I'have had two ¢uute distinctly different periods of engagement with acadenma, in my life
thus far. As a voung person [ studied botany and ecology, and currently, as a mature student
L am studying psvchology. Needless to say, my studies in botany and ecology where not
disrupted by any suggestion of cpistemological debate, and the same could generally be
said for my first vear studving psychology, but by the end of the period in which | did
second vear social psychology, I was starting to feel uncomfortable with aspects of the
reality” of research 1n soclal psychology | was betng presented with and T was looking {or
something clse, some other way of engaging with psychology and perhaps expressing the
concerns I was feeling, I found some clues about that something ¢lse it in the aspects of

feminism presented in a course on the psychology of women the following vear.

To give some background to this sttuation, m: the years intervening between my first and
second engagements with academia, T had had several carcers. The last of those and the
work which brought me back to university, was as a counsellor, principally working with

women, and specialising i the areas of domestic vintence and sexual abuse. Over the vears



of working with women 1 had become guite well versed in the hierarchically ordered dual
realities of heterosexual relationships, his and hers, and also the dual realities of women’s
position in society generally, hers and theirs, theirs being generally indistinguishable from
his. [ was not expecting to find this state of affairs in the science of psychology, but T was
mistaken. I found that in psychological research 1t was also possible to have dual realities,
the reality of the researcher, in most cases white middle class male psychologists, and the
missing reality, that absence which was generaled when the male reality was generalised to
all humankind. Coming from working with women in a way where identifying and
validating uniquely female experience was associated with being healthy, T was particularly
disheartened by what I cxperienced as a lack of health in psychology. During my feminist
studies I Jearned that T was probably at times working from what could be loosely termed
the feminist standpoint perspective {Rigor, 1992) and also that the name given to what I had
come up against was phallocenirisin, the tendency to generalise the male condition to all
(Caine, Grosz & Lepervanche, 1988). In generalising the male condition phallocentrism
fails to acknowledge cither that the female experience could be different, or, 1f it does
acknowledge a difference, dismisses the female condition as being abnormal and therefore
not worthy of study (Nicolson, 1992).. 1 shall use Franzoi (1996) {the text my second vear
paper 1n social psychology was based on) to provide an practical illustration of this

phallocentrism in research.

Franzoi (1996) discusses the empiricist research of two teams of male researchers who

were investigating the role of muisattribution in sexual arousal. Dutton & Aron (1974, cited
in Franzoi, (1996) and White Fishbein & Rutstein (1981, cited in Franzoi, 1996) both
measured only male responses to get their data. There were women used in the

experiments, but only as sources of sexual stimulation for the male participants whose
responses were measured. Franzoi (1996) moves without explanation or acknowledgment,
from describing the specific behaviours of the male participants in both these studies, to
deriving general theories about ‘persons’ and ‘people’. The male experience became the
uriversal, and the fact that this was not remarked upon or even acknowledged, speaks to me
of it’s normality, in the world of psychological research. However, it was not normal for

me. My experience of working with women predisposed me to look for stories about
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wonien’s reality in psvchological research, and my experience of discoverng these stories
to be mostly missing predisposed me to look for another type of psychology, While the
feminst standpoint perspective offered a solutton to the problem of the wnssing stories of
women's realily, it offered me no theoretical framework on which to base a challenge to
phallocentrism. According to standpoint theory we each have our own partial or sttuated
knowledge of the world which 1s detenmined by our position i the social hierarchy (Rigor,
1092}, therefore there is no place outside partial or situated knowledge from which to
assess the vahidity of accounts. Further engagement with the literature revealed to me that
my own personal process, that of dissatisfaction and searching for an aliernative, mirrored a
process which has oceurred 1n the discipline as @ whole, some years earlier, and was the
process which gave rise {o social constructionisim, I shall leave the story of mysell as
student at this point and attend to another story, the story of the development of social
constructionism in psyvchology. My reading of this history is presented as a personal

reading.

Modern social psychology is generally thought {o have emerpged as a distinet discipline
during the Second World War when Britrsh and American governments used psvchologists
to provide them with informaton about the ways mn which 1ndividuals could be influenced.
This information was then used to manipulate the personncl of the armed {orees and the
public (o think and do things which the powers that be thought would be helpful to the war
effort. Social psychology was an empirteist science, based on laboratory experiments which
provided information for thosc in positions of power (Buir, 1995). Wexler (1996) describes
how [n the post war capitalist boom in the Uniled States “social psychology be came more
routinised, delimited and directly ultilised as a technical force of military and industrial
production” (Wexler, 19906, p. 14). Wexier (1996} [urther describes social psychology as a
mechanizm for the construction of an 1deology which promoted the interests of those 1
positions of power. According to Wexler (1996) this ideological package successtully
obscures from the individual the social conditions which cause suffering, allowing people
1o avoid recognising factors which they thought were bevond their control. For this reason
Wexler (19906) regards social psvehology as “the reinforced, scienlised statewnent of

commaonsense methods of systemartic social ipnorance and denial” and further claims that 17
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social psychologists are to believe in what they do they must “deny that their work 1s a

contribution to social ignorance and illiteracy” (Wexler, 1996, p. 13).

Wexler (1996) descitbes how social psychology became subject to radical critique which
guestioned the validity of its very existence, and also to what Wexler (1996) termed
conventional critique, being the critique from within social psychology by those wishing to
rescue social psychology by reforming 1t. Tt 15 this conventional critique or critique from
within social psychology which lead to the development of the ideas of social

constructionism with psychology.

Although T find the criticisms made by Wexler (1996) to be very persuasive, as a feminist 1
also experience something lacking m his critique because it comes from the Marxist
perspective, pitting workers against those who wield industrial power, the proletariat

against the bourgeoisie, whereas I see gender as also being an axis on which society is

organised,

Wexler (1996} acknowledges the crisis in social psychology, but does not credit etther the
radical or the conventional critics with having any meaningful answer to the problem.
According to Wexler (1996) the crisis 1ssued a challenge which has as yel gone
unanswered, and that is to develop a social psychology which could resolve the
fundamental dichotomy of cultural mystification and truth. Wexler (1996) here posing the
question:- if we require cultural references to give meaning to what we percetve of the
world, how can we ever transcend our own culturai embeddedness sufficiently to make
observation of this process? I am, in principal, in agreement with Wexler (1996) on this
point. I think that acknowledging the constructedness of much of what s given the status of

concrete reality in our world, 1s only pait of the process of attempting to understand the

whole.

Kenneth Gergen 18 perhaps the most well known, certainly the most cited of those who
embarked upon the internal critique of social psychology, and 1s also credited with being

the origimator of the social constructionism movement in psychology. He is certainly the



author most often singled out for criticism by opponents of social consiructiontsm (Stam,

20073

According to Gergen (1973) social behaviour was not governed by a set of universal laws
which could be discoverad by laboratory experiments, but could be exptained m lerns of
lustory. Gergen (1973) considered that psychological thearies which were presenicd as
descriptive of human behaviour were actually presceriptyve in that they contributed to our
knowledge about what was normal or desirable and therefore, over time, the theories
themselves were capable of producimg change 1n that which they purported to be
explaining. In the arguments of Gergen (1973) then, reality became Iistorically dependant,

4 moving larget, as it were.

To appreciale the significance of what was proposed by Gergen {1973) onc needs to
compare the idea of the historically dependant reality with the concepl of reality contained
1 the tenets of empirical science, that form or science on which social psychology had built
its reputation. Withan the empiricist tradition there ts assumed to be a one to ope
relationship beiween the real world and our knowledge of it, that knowledge being made
valid by being objective, and that knowledge boing expressed in a tanguage whose words
had fixed and stable meanings. The stability of the characterigtics of the real world of
empiricism means that obscrvations of behaviour can be used to derive faws about
universal patterns in behaviour, and these laws can then be used to predict behaviour
(Coolican, 1994). If reality was, as Gergen (1973) suggested, unstable and context
dependant then emipirical process was rendered meaningless, a process which produced

laws which lost their context and become obsolete before they were even written.

The ideas of social constructionism in psychology which developed subsequently contained
more specific challenges to empiricist ways of thinking than were presented by Gergen
{1973) but these could also be said to be corollary 1o that first assertion abow reality being
historically dependant. Although it has been said that there are many varieties of social
constructionism, and also that even well known authors in the field may not wanl 1o be

termed a “social constructionist” (Stam, 2001), because there are so many different



constructions which can be put on that term, 1 think there are a fow basic concepts which

would apply to most of the varietes of social constructionism.

The social constructionist way of looking at things has been deseribed as counter intuitive
(Burr, 19935) because of the way 1l contradicts the common sense normal world view of
enipiricism. Empiricism speaks ol a [ixed reality, social construcitonism speaks of a context
dependant reality. In empivicism, knowledge 1s validated by being objective, that 1s to say
sourced entirely from observation of the object of study, with the observer, the subject,
plaving ne part in the generation of that knowledge. In this perspective, the culture, gender
or social status of the person doing the observing 1s relevant. In social constructionism
knowledac is determined by the relationship between the subject and the object, a process
they are both part of, and knowledge 1s intrinsically ted up with and inseparable from
language and power. Barr (1993) describes how the ideas of Michel Foucault have been
taken up by social constructionists, including the idea that those 1In positions oi power get to
deternmnce meamng and what 1s valid knowledge. There 1s no direct refationship between
the world and knowledge within this perspective, knowledge is not a description of the real
world, but 1s refated to the social processes which create and maintan power hierarchies in

human society.

Over the vears, and still currently, there is a lot of debate about the validity of the social
constructionist perspective. But before [ begin to frame my own assessment of that
perspective, I need 1o return to my own story and expliore what social constructionism had
to offer me as a fermst social psychologist disillusioned with the phallocentrism of

empiricist rescarch practise.

Initialiy 1t seemced that social construcnonisin had evervthing to offer, principally a

framework which could validly characterise the knowicedge gencrated by investigation of
while middle class males, by white middle class males, as being knowledge specific to that
eroup alone, and not being able o be validly generalised. Social constructionism also
provided an analysis of the relationship between power and knowledge which explained

how the position afforded while middle class males in patriarchal society made it *logical’
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that thetr mterpretations should be accepted as traths. However there were some aspects of

social consiructionnsim with which I had difficulty.

The major stumbhing block te social constructionism becomiing the answer o my probiem
ofneeding a new feminist friendly psychology was 1t relatrvism. As a counsellor in the
field of domestic violence I was very wary of an epistemology whach threatened to make
less valid or iess real the conercete realities of my clients' experiences, Siiting in front of
someone with a black eye or a broken arm, the significance and importance of material
reality was forcefully brought home to me. [ found the theory of social constructionism at
that time 1o be most unhelpful in the arca of supporting specific material realities.
Furthermore, 1 usually accepted the woman’s account of how the injurics occurred and
often regjected her partner’s account of how this happened. Here I {ound myself behaving in
a way which I could not reconcile with what I was being taught about soclal
constructiomsn. [ found myself easily able to acknowledge the constructedness of his
slory, whilc at the sanic time being quite empirical i my aceeptance of the factual nature of
hier account, I found there was no allowance for this type of epistemological biculturalism
i what I was being taught, and ceriamnly m the literature, epistemological inconsistency on
the part of any author scemed to be taken as evidence of intellectual weakness, by both

empiricist and constructionist commentators alike.

It seemed to me that there were several unresolved 1ssues in the theory of social
constructiomsm, as [ understood it at the time. Firstly there was the problem with the lack
of boundaries around the relativism, the failure to provide a process for distinguishing
between what was soctallv constructed and what was not. Secondly there was the problem,
which arose as a result of that relativism, of social constructionism being unable to provide
a speaking position from which one could assess one account as being more valid than
another. This was the problem to which Wexler (1996) referred. Thirdly, there was the
problem of the existence, or otherwise of soctally constructed objects. Social
constructiomsim Is clearly a metatheory about meaning and systems of meanmg making.

The svstems of meaming making described by soclial constructionism construct objects but



the onfological status of those objects raxrains uncertain (1 Tibberd, 2001; Nightingale &

Cromby, 2002}

Lastly, for myself as student, there was the problem that social constructionism seemed (o
be something which could only cver real lv exist in theory, because to do any thing with it
or about 1t invariably meant usinge language in the conventional sense, 1hat 1s, in the
empirical sense. It has never ceased to amaze me how easily 1 understood and accepted the
1dea that words had no fixed meaning, whether this concept was presented 10 me in verbal
or written form, [ always understood perfectly what people meant by this, 1 did find it
unscttling however, when social constructionist authors, whom | admired, engaged in
arguments about which of their unitary versions ot reality was the correct one, for example
Parker (1990) and Potter, Wetherell, il & Edwards (1990). Social constructionism was a
theory which seemed 1mpossible w faithfully translate n practise, and the ideas expressed

11 the theory seemed to have very little to do with how it’s proponents behaved.

Despite the initial promise whach soclal constructionism seemed to offer as a potentially
feminist friendly psyvehology, T tound it to be unworkable, and eventually concluded that it
was actually quite hostile to the feminist enterprise. Reading the social constructionisi
literature I had a sense that 1 was stimultancously participating in two realitics, and that the
theory of social constructionism was describing a reality, the constructed reality, which I
could not think, talk or write about, unless [ was simultaneously situated in another reality,
the emprrical reality, and yet this daal positioning was not ackuowledged or discussed by
social constructionist authors. I became suspicious of the reasons behind the sttence of the
literature on thisissue. | suspecied that there were power operations being performed here
which would more Iikely than not lead {0 a strengthening of the status quo and empirical
phallocentrism, rather than any shift towards a psychology whach would meet my needs as

a feminist.

At this point my first two stories merge as [ embark upon a retelling of the story of the
origing of social constructionism, from my own feminist perspective. Again this story is

presented as being my own construction, & personal account and idiosyncratic no doubt,
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and T am not seckimg to present i as any other form or reality, apart from my own process,

part of my lustory of connng to my preseat understandings of social constructionism,

Stam (2001) talks about the dual participation of academics m that they are both observer
of their discipline and also participant, bemg researchers themselves. T thank that Stam
{2001} has omitied to acknowledge one other form of participation which must be
operation, and that 18 author as socially positioned gendered subject. [ would thus argue for

three levels of participation (at feast).

Although refiexive statements of sclf disclosure, whereby the author sought to describe the
cultural/social/politicat position from which they imagined they were speaking, becamc a
not uncommon aspect of the literature describing social constructionist research, this was
not a fzature of the work of the authors who contribuled to the initial development of the
theory of social constructionism. I may say that Kenneth Gergen is a white middle class
male, and T {requently do, but this is not becanse Gergen has cormmumecated this to me In
his writing, or invited me to refleet on how this aspeet of himsel{ as author may influence
his work. Indeed this assertion on my part may be factually incorrect, for all I know, but 1

have made it often enough and no one has contradicted me vet.

I have here used Kenneth Gergen as an example of those authors who contributed to the
initiai development of the theory of social construciionism in psychology. | am aware of the
criticisin levelled at critics of social constructionism who target Kenneth Gergen as if he
was that approach, (Stam, 2001, Gergen, 2001), And although it seems periectly clear to
me that Kenneth (Gergen is not social constructionism, { shall also use Gergen to represent
social constructionism, and T think this has a lot to do with the status afforded Gergen in the
discipline as it was taught to me. If Gergen was not social constructionism, then he was

most certainty the father of social constructionism in the discipline as it was mtroduced to

me.

My third namrative, the fenunist retelling of the history of social constructiomsm 1s the story

of the establishment of academic social psychologists, that predominantly white middle



class male group of psychologists, responding to the crisis in social psychology. | ain not
referring to the response of those whom Wexler (1996) described as making conventional
critique, T am describing the response of those whom patriarchal society afforded privilege
to, responding to a threat to that position of privilege. I am attempting to read the third layer
of Gergen's participation, that is, his paiticipation as representative of patriarchal authority.
I am not challenging the explanations of Wexler (1996) but I am saying that in my opinion,
rescuing social psychology was not the only thing that was happening. Gergen was the
rescuer described by Wexler {1996) as well as a protagonist i the confrontation between

patuarchal society and feminism.

There 1s no doubt in my mind that Gergen would vehemently disagree with himself being
positioned thus, even himself as textual icon, symbolic of, rather than being that which is
the object of these discussions. However, I cannot say that I have ever read or heard
anything in the social constructionist Iitcrature which suggests to me that Gergen, or
anybody else, has transcended their socio-political positioning, has permanently dissociated
themselves from their place in socicty and floated free as a value free non situated member
of no society at all. It is a central thesis of social constructionist theory that we do not and
cannot speak from a position of dissociated neutrality, we are always situated within
culture, so whether Gergen and his cohorts like it or not, they are white middle class males
and I am a middle aged female feminist student who, for that reason, has constructed their

writings as representative of patriarchal authority.

In a recent critical debate about the value of social constructionism to the discipline of
social psychology generally, Gergen (2001), appearing to grow weary of the endless
rhetorical process of the debate, challenged his critics to come up with something more
productive than mere critique by asking *what comes now?’ [ read Gergen {2001} here
reflecting on the guestion of how the discipline might progress as a result of this process {of
debate), and 1f we are not facilitating progress, by what we are doing, then maybe we are
using the wrong process. It oceurs to me that [ am using something of the same reasoning,
in retrospect, examining the effect of the process of the development of the theory of social

constructionism on the representation of feminist voices.
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I have adopted the strategy of examining the patriarchal nature of social constructionism,
indirectly by looking al its effects on feminism, because social construction does not speak
direcily about it's gender politics. The ‘logic’ of the theory of disciplinary power (Foucault,
1995) suggests that, patriarchal power operations, if present, would always be masked. In
Gergen's accounts of the origing of social construcltionism, one of the ways in which
patriarchal power 1s masked is by avoiding engaging with any dialogue which focuses
directly on the male/female dichotomy. Although Gergen (1985, 1991a) acknowledges the
role played by feminist academics in the development of applications of social
constructionist theory, discussions of gender power relations do not feature largely in his
work, and by my reading, gender relations, if not a 'missing discourse’ in his work, (Fine,

19972), are an under represented discourse.

Burman (1999) makes reference to the absence, in social constructionist literature, of
acknowledgements of the operations of discourses around gender and sexuality, which, by
feminist analysis are always present, regardless of what other aspects of culture are being
researched. Burman (1999) expresses the concern that the consequence of this 1s the
reproduction of the subject of psychology as culturally masculine.

Gergen (1991b) suggests that the development of social constructionisim in psychology was
part of 2 wider movement to post modernism in society generally. Gergen (1991a) suggests
that social constructionisim arose as a result of a crisis of confidence in empiricism caused
by the discovery of faulty logic in the theoretical framework of empiricism, the requirement
to gather data with no preconceptions as to what it might show being in contradiction with
the requirement to have a hypothesis. Burr (1995) seems quite ¢lear that social
constructionism was psychology’s solution to the problem of bias. Gergen (quoted in
Misra, 1993} does make some acknowledgement of the role plaved by accusations of bias,
but in the whole [ read his talk on this 1ssue as playing down the idea that social
constructionism was a response to the exposure of phallocentrism in psychology, (as well

as a response to the exposure of ethnocentrism or other kinds of bias within the discipline.)
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Gergen {(quoted in Misra, 1993) while discussing the post modern trends 1n society
aencrally malces the comment “and to the hiterary movement you must also add the eritical
voices of the culturally marginatised: feminists, blacks, Asians, gay aciivists, and so on™
(Misra, 1993, p. 407). He does 1ot consider women to have been culturally marginalised,
just ferminists, ikewise cays are not margmalised unless they are activigts, whereas
apparcently all blacks and Astans are marginalised. I read this type of relerence to the
feminine as a device for distaneing the author from the maleffemale dichotomy. 11t was
women who had been mentioned, then by the ‘logic’ of the binary, men would aiso have
been present, thal 1s, the maleness of the author, bad by referring only o feminists, this is
avorded. Sinularly, if gays had been simply gays and not gay activists, by the ‘logic’® of the
binary, heterosexuals would also have been present, that is to say the male heterosexuality

of the author.

By avoiding terms which participate directly m the gender binary, I bebeve that Geregen
(quoted 1n Misra; 1993) successfully obscures the operations of the patnarchal discourse on
sexuality. I position Kenneth Gergen as a white middle class male in a profession
dominated by while middle class males, which was challenged about its phallocentric bias.
The response to this challenge was a retheorising of the diseipline of social psychology
which rendered any further criticisin of bias meaningless and wvalid. Social
constructionism has been criticised for many things bul not gender bias or phallocentrism
because social construehionism effectively cut away, removed the ground from underncath
any speaking posttion from which that criticisin could be vorced. Gill (1993 reflecis on
how the refativism of social constructionism works to silence critical voices, including
feminists. A feminist epistemology 1s destined Lo remain forever the ‘stone unturned’ being
assumed to be as mcomplete and momstic as the patriarchal, the theoretical alternative
being judged as being equivalent in its lack, cven though it has never existed (Hekiman,
1987) and that which the theoretical alternative might theoretically replace, has never been
displaced. There 15 no vacancy to be filled because the position of privilege has never been
vacated. Rather than eliminating privilege [ see the relativism of social constructionism
working to render patriarchal authority invisible by invalidating any speaking position from

which critical voices could be articulated.



The white middleclass male stories about the world had had their day m the sun as it were,
basking in the comfort of baing unchallenged truth, but the mechanism for organising their
(supposed) retirement as universal truth, that 15 social consrructiomism, was also a
mechanism for ensuring that nobody else’s stores could cver occupy the same position as
the while middle class male stories had. It was as if the apparatus of povilege had o be
dismantied so that no body else could use 1, as 1f white rmddle class males has declared
‘well 1f we can’t be right, then nobody can, right no fonger exists™. I believe that it 1s this
discourse, the discourse of “dismantling night’ so that nobody clse could vse 1t, was
responsible for the failure of soctal constructionism to put boundartes on what was soclally
constructed and what was not. 1f ‘right’ was going to be dismantled, then social
constructionisni needed 1o be an all or nothing, across the board replacement for
empiricism. If empiricism siill had some domatn then the threat of others being able to use

the apparatus of privilege to their advantage still existed.

Agsoctated with the 18suc of recognising boundaries to social constructionism was the 1ssue
of commitment to ontology (Hibberd, 20071}, [T the apparatus of privilege was to be
successfully dismantled then social constructiomsm and rclativisim needed to be applicd
universally and this meant that meaning was all there was, 18sues of existence were 110
longer part of the equation. My reading of the history of social constructionsn 15 that both
the unbounded relativism and the ‘muteness’ with respect to ontology (T1ibberd, 2001} were
ariefacts of a process whereby patriarchy needed to Dstly appear as 111 had vacated the
position of privilege, and secondly, make that position appear so uninhabitable that no one

would ever try to go there, and therehy discover that 1ts {(supposedly former) residents had

never left.

[ view the unbounded relativism of social constructionism as the weapon which the
patriarchy used to retaliate agamnst feminists for challenging patriarchal authority. The
about face to relativism effectively cut the ground away from under the feet of the feminist
critics. Burman (1999) reflects on the lack of fermmst platform within social

constructionism “It is certainly the case that feminists do not oceupy a distinet position with



the schools of social constructionism or discourse work. We need to consider why this
might be, and what this indicates about the discipline, and what aspects of the discipline

social constructionism in psychology is thereby reproducing” (Burman, 1999, p. 171).

The effect that the process of the development of the theory of social constructionism had
on the progress of feminism was that the femimst enterprise stalled. The conditions which
lead to the development of feminisin, still exist in our society. The problems which lead to
the feminist challenge to the phallocentrism of empiricism still exist. The so called
‘solution’ fo the problem of the phallocentrism of empiricism has caused femintst voices to
become further marginalised and alienated within the discipline. I conclude therefore that
the development of the theory of social constructionism was a patriarchal power and
control device. However, in taking this position I am not seeking to construct myself as a
radical critic of social constructionism (Wexler, 1996). [ am not questioning the validity of
the entirety of social constructionism. ] regard social constructionism as a valuable Lool for
making sense of the world, and human society in particular, For this reason I view mysel{
as being a conventional critic, representing the critical voice from within social

constructionism, seeking to rescue the discipline by reforming it (Wexler, 1996).

The tasks for the rescuing reformer seem quite clear to me. As I sec it there is nothing
(much) wrong with the theory of social constructionism except for; 1ts failure to
acknowledge the boundaries or limitations to its relativism, its failure to account for the
material existence of objects which are not socially constructed, together with the
constructed existence of objects which are socially constructed, and its failure to
acknowledge the epistemological double act, or biculturalism wiich must of necessity be
operaling in all discussion of or applications of social constructionism. If [ could remove

these three ‘problems’ from social constructionism then perhaps [ would have the feminist

friendly psychology I am seeking.

The three problems I refer to above have in one form or another, over the years, provoked
many authors to engage in the ‘ritual of academic debate’ (Shotter & Lammerman, 2002).

Gergen (2001) makes reference to a thetorical process of criticism and debate which at



[
b

times seems 1o not be going anywhere. I disagree with Gergen (2001) 1n this point. Just as
the origins of social constructionism can be traced io the literature of the ‘crisis’ in sccial
psychology (Morgan, 1996), I read the literature of the current ‘ritval of rhetorical debate’
as (being 1n the process of) retheorising social psychology. However I prefer to think in
terms of movement rather than progress, the construction of any change as progress being a

comiort best reserved for hindsight,

My construction of the process of the endless rhetoric referred to by Gergen (2001) and the
ritual referred to by Shotter & Lammerman (2002} is that both realists and social
constructionists alike have set about the task of bridging the gulf between their
epistemological positions. Those differences which seemed so trreconcilable when the
theory of social constructionism in psychology was first developed are being chipped away.
Realists are making concessions and social constructionists are making concessions, the

distinctions are beginning to blur,

The bridge building or gulf spanning process 1 refer to above I see as being one of creating
stepping stones by partitioning from a particular position, a version of that position which is
closer to the other side. Held (1995} 1s strongly critical of what she terms the anti realism
of post modem influences in psychology. Held (1995) suggests that this anti realism could
lead to the unacceptable situation where “the reader herself {within her particular
historical/linguistic context) determines what the text means” (Held, 1995, p. 11). Held
(1995} then goes on to partition the realism position mto different types of realism and
propose her own ‘modest realism’. The modest realism of Held (1995) acknowledges the
performative nature of language and also the “real effects of language use not only on the
clients linguistic productions, but on the clients extralinguistic behaviour/life as well”
(Held, 1995, p. 194). I read the modest realism described here as having incorporated from
social constructionism the notion of a linguistic reality, and Held (19935) positions this

linguistic reality as coexistent with material reality.

Held (2002} continues the process of partitioning of realist epistemology when she

distances herself and modest realism from the realist ‘vage’ of Hibberd (2001) and Maze
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(2001). Held (2002) also partitions social constructionist cpistemology making a distinction
between ‘strong’ social constructiomsm and social constructionism generally. Edley (2001)
uses the term ‘thoroughgoing social constructionism’ in lus partitioning and concludes that
thoroughgoing social constructionism (which 1 read as meaning the same as strong social
constructionism), was in fact an erroneous construction of social constructionisim arrived at
by its critics as a result of thetr inability to understand the real partition that exists between
ontological and epistemological forms of social constructionism. Hibberd (2001, 2002) also
partitions social constructiorusm and refers to that part of social constructionism which she

finds 1o be most deficient and problematical as Gergen's social constructionisin or Gergen's

brand of social constructicnism.

The bridge building efforts T find most encouraging for my purposes are those of
Nightingale & Cromby (2002). Nightingale & Cromby (2002) like Held (2002), partition
both the realist position and the social constructionist position. Nightingale & Cromby
{2002) distinguish between naive realism and critical realism, while the version of social
constructionism being critiqued they desciibe as strong or of Gergen, and also as wholly
discursive social constructionism. Nightingate & Cromby (2002) then proceed to describe a
new type of social constructionism which is their solution to the problems they see inherent
in strong constructionism. The version of social constructionism proposed by Nightingale

& Cromby (2002) 13 a social constructionisim which is embedded in a critical realism.

Nightingale & Cromby (2002) characterise strong social constructionism as holding fast to
the idea that there is no reality outside language. Nightingale & Cromby (2002) reject this
and claim instead that “If objects exist independently of language, then, unless materiality
were wholly uniform, (in which case the marking we call text would be iimperceptible),
they must have differential properties. And if objects have differential properties, if is
untenable that the language we use to socially construct our world and activity does not- on
occasion, and however imperfectly, partially, tangentially or implicitly- reference these

differences.” (Nightingale & Cromby, 2002, p. 703).
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However, having sought to insert claims about the referentiality of language into the theory
of social constructionism does not mean that Nightingale & Cromby (2002) reject the vole
of language n the construction of reality. Nightingale & Cromby (2002) further assert that
“the imperfect fit between language and materiality, world and word, creates uncertainty,
flexibility and indeterminacy, which 1s the course of 1ts deployment and situated use, means
that language actually co-constitutes reality” (Nightimgale & Cromby, 2002, p. 706},

[emphasis in original],

[ regard the position adopted by Nightingale & Cromby (2002} as being an extension of the
position arrived at by Held (1995), their critical realism equating to the modest realism of
Held (1995). By proposing that social consiructionism exists within a critical realism,
Nightingale & Cromby (2002} have made it possible for the relativism of social
constructionism to be bounded, to have definite limits. The proposal that critical realism
and social constructionisin are both valid ways to view the world invites participation in the
next stage of this debate, and that 1s a sorting out of what 1s socially constructed and what 1s
not. This 1s one of the changes | was looking for in my quest fo reform social
constructionism. Being able to distinguish between what 15 socially constructed and what is
not establishes the boundaries to the relativism of social constructionism and makes it
possible to say that there are some objects whose existence is material and some objects
whose existence is constructed. This reformed version of social constructionism is no

longer muie on the issue of ontology.

The accepiance of the coexistence of empirical and constructionist forms of knowledge
addresses other issues with which 1 had concerns. Principally it provides an epistemological
position within critical realism, from which it 1s possible to address the validity of
particular constructions. Nightingale & Cromby (2002) conclude that “we propose a critical
realist ontology wherein referentiality and objectivity are possible, though always partial,
limited and necessarily dependant upon further empirical and discursive revision. What this
permits is: first, a consideration of the ways in which the processes of social construction

can be constitutive or formative of the ontological, as well as the epistemological; and,
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second, a conceptual and theoretical framework within which the evaluation of the

accuracy of our accounts becomes possible™ (Nightingale & Cromby, 2002, p. 710).

Fam mindfial of the caution sounded by Burman (1999) about the strategies used by the
mainstream to protect itself from being disenfranchised by subversive imnovations, “By
such means psvchology and capitalisin, through the common practises of reification and
commodification, work to deradicalise critiques of rescarch. They reconfigure such
mierventions as new techniques for the improvement of an even more broadly “applicable’

psychology, and in doing so assimilate and neutralise them™ (Burman, 1999, p. 162). I have

i

presenied the soclal constructionism of Nightingale & Cromby (2002} as bemg the answer
to my problem of firsily needing to find something other than empiricism and then needing
to iind something other than social constructionism. Now 1 find mvself questioning whether
Nightingale & Cromby (2002) have completed the task not of refonming and rescuing

sacial constructionism but of assimilating and neutralising it. 1 cannot rule out that
possibitity, but I do not think that this means thal the form of social constructionism
proposed by Nightingale & Cromby (2002) is not capable of being used as a powerful Lool
for cxposing the construciedness of particular accounts, and objects, and for challenging the

power operations being performed by particular constructions.

While Tmade reference above to a sorting out of what is socially constructed and whai is
not, I do not imagine that psvchologists will be rushing in to engage with this task. 1 believe
that since the first proposal of soctal constructiontst concepts mn psychology, this has been 4
problematical area for psychology, questioming as i does, the ontological status of most of
what the discipline Is based on. The industrics of academic, clinical and applied psychology
have been built upon assumptions about the concrete and materially real nature of objects
like intelligence, normality and sanity. To propose that such things are socially constructed

woplies an instability which the marketplace could not tolerate,

If the defittion of sanity, for instance, was not referring to something real in the physical
world then potentially a change 1 the social political environment could alter that

definttion, and w the worst case scenario this might happen a lot faster than the change




described by Foucault (19635), If this happened then all previously trained staff would
become useless, all current texts would be out of date, and all training courses would need
to be redesigned. Other consequences might mvolve releasing all current psychiatric
inmates and assessing to entire population to find the replacement inmates, because of
course, we could not leave the (newly} insane at large mn the community. It just doesn’t bear
thinking about, the Jogistics wouid be impossible, the cost astronomical and the injustices

uncenscionable,

1 do not think that the ultimate restructinng scenario [ have described here 1s ever likely 1o
happen, though one can never be sure, some of the smaller scale restrucitring exercises |
have been witness to over the last few vears have made about as much sense as that. The
powti [ wish to make 1 presenting the hypothetical example of the ultimate restructuring
seenario 1s that a mulliplicity of ways of knowing must extend to all levels. Acknowledging
the social constructedness of aspects of the object 'sanity’ will only advance current
understandings 1f at the same tme we hold onto some of the material aspects of that object
and accept the partial nature of both understandings. Only by application of both

epistemologies can we begin the process of working out where the boundary between them

might be.

In my discussions of the problems with attempting to achieve a 'purely’ social
constructionist perspective | described epistemoiogical bicalturalism as bomng inevitable,
regardless of the mtentions of the researcher, because of the empirieist assumptions
imherent in writing or indeed any form of comuranication. There would be no point in
writing this thesis 101 did not believe that the majority of the words [ used had meanings

which were {ixed and stable enough to be read (relatively) unproblematically by others.

My other reasons for seeking to incorporate both constructionist and realist perspectives in
my analysis were that [ wanted to be able to assess the validity of accounts and also to
differentiate hetween objects which were (more or less) constructed and objects which were

{more or less) real.
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In the Introduction I described this project as seeking to present counsellors stories and also
to analyse the power relations enacted therein. [ anticipate that the constructed nature of
accounis will be evident 1n the stories of my participants and I will certainly be reading
those stories from a social constrnctionist perspective, looking for relationships between
socio-political context and the nature of the namatives enacted. However, the power
relations which those siories may reflect/create/maintain, I regard as having a different type
of ontological status from the stories themselves, and for this aspect of my investigation 1

believe a critical realism is the more epistemological position to read from.

What I am saying here is that I construct power relations as being more 'real’ than the
storics which reflect/create/maintam them and regardless of any considerations of the
empiricist assumptions inherent in language use, this is the primary reason why [ have
sought to establish a theoretical orientation which inciudes both social constructionism and

critical realisim, because T warnt to talk about power.



Chapter Two: Reflexivity - some theory and practise.

I this chapter | address 1ssues of re{lexivity by both talking about and doing aspects of
reflexivity. T use the term reflexivity to refer to the intentional mclusion in the research
report of information about the researcher andfor the research process which would not
ordinarily be included in an empirical rescarch report. Reflexivity can include disclosures
of personal mfonmation and/or socio-political analysis of the position the author percaives
that they are speaking from. This form of reflexivity s intended to have the effcet of
acknowledging the presence of the self of the author in their work, so as to avord the textuat
disembodiment achieved by the use of cmpirical ebjectivity (Gill, 1998). There arc
different ways of being reflexive, and different ways of acknowledging the self i writing,
or to put it another way, there arc different tvpes of sclf one could acknowledge by

reflexive disclosurc.

In chapter one I discussed the theory of social constructionism with respect to the 1ssues of
feminism, power, realism and relativism. Theorising the self 1s another major philosophical
and psychological 1ssue which is thrown into reliel by the 1deas of social constructiomsm.
Gergen {quoted in Misra, 1993} describes a tyvpe of evolutionary process of concepts of the
self, where romanticist notions of the self were replaced by modermst 1deas, and modernist
Ideas gave wayv to the post modem or social constructionist self. According to Gergen (
quoted 11 Misra, 1993} 1in the nincteenth century Western cultores” vicw of seli "there was
a pervasive beliel in some kind of deep and hidden resource Iying within” ... (people, within
which)... "resided passion, soul, luspiration, creativity” (Misra, 1993, p. 405). Misra
(1993) describes psychoanalysis as the relige of these ideas 1n present times, and
humanistic psychology as a sitc where then faded signature 1s still visible. Gergen (quoted
in Misra, 1993} goes on 1o describe how the empiricist mainstream has come 1o dominate
20th-century psychology with its modermst ideas of self in which  "the pervasive position
1s that the essence of selt 1s somewhere close to consclousness, 1s usually rational
{cognitive), and 15 knowable to science through systematic observation” {(Misra, 1993, p.
400). Although Misra (1993) describes behaviourism and cognitivism as the most extreme

examples ofmodernity in psyehology most ol psychological theory and research is



mnchuded in this categorisation by virtue of the importance afforded to the scientific
approach in psychology generally. The mam differences between the romantic self and the
modemist self as presented above are about the depth of and the accessibility of the essence
of the person. In the romantic self the essence was deep within the person and although
described as hidden was, of course, only hidden to man. It was not hidden from God. In the

modernist self the essence 1s much closer to the surface and 1s accessible to man or science.

However, regardless of how deep one positions the essence of the self and regardless of
who one allows will be able to read it, the romantic and the modernist notions of the self
are both constructed around the 1dea that the nature of the person 1s determined by features
residing within that person. Within this perspective individuals are regarded as
autonomous, and self determining, having moral awareness and choices, and individuals are
held to account for their behaviour. When change 1s required by society, for example, a

decrease in the crime rate, it 1s the behaviour of individuals which is targeted in order to

bring about that change.

The postmodernist notion of the self which is part of the theory of social constructionism
turns the idea of an essence of the self completely upside down or would be more
appropriate to say inside and out. Within this viewpoint "the selfis emptied out: there is no
author, no attending agent, no originary source within the being which produces language
or action.... we begin to see.....an emerging conception of a decentered self" (Misra, 1993,
p. 406). The decentered self then is, from moment to moment a product of a particular
discourse, a construction within the prevailing narratives, a cultural artefact, unstable over
time and place, a constantly moving locus point in a flexible and shifting array of
relationships. According to the theory of the decentered self, I am defined by others, and 1
define myself, anew, each time that task is taken up according to the mucro and the macro
politics of the situation at that time and the cultural/ discursive/ narrative resources
available to construct such definition. If the cultural/ discursive/ narrative resources
available to construct a description of myself change, then I am changed, according to the
theory of the decentered self. The possibilities for my experience of myself and others'

experience of myself are determined by factors external to myself. Parker (1990) describes



how discourses position individuals as different types of subject. The types of person that |
can be are determined by the subject positions made available to me within the culture §

inhabit, that culiure which by being tnternalised, inhabits me.

All of which means that according to postmodern theory I'have no essence of sclf, Thave
no stable inner core of being wlich defines me independently of the society that T live in.
But the problem is, that however attracted 1 am to this theoretical notion of the decentered
seif, that 1s not what it actually feels like 10 be me. I experience myself as belng essenualty
me, as being autonomous and independent. Does this mean that the postmodernist concept

of'the decentered sclf is fatally flawed?

Not according to Nicholas Rose. Building on the work of Michacl Foucault, Rose (1989)
presents g convinelng argument for the idea that aithough indrviduals 1 our modem society
are construeled and controlled by the culture of the society, the primary control mechanism
used 1o do this Is the discourse of the autonomous independent self. According (o Rose
(1989) the "new era of the culture of the self” began with the Protestant revolution when
self inspection replaced the confessional and “the self was to become both sinner and
judee" (Rose, 1989, p. 224}, Rose (1989} goes on to desenibe how govermment of citizens
in modern democracies came Lo be achicved not through enforcing adherence to external
rules but by the creation "of a space of regulated freedom dependant upon the
ceneralisation of a set of ethical technigues for self inspection and sel{ evaluation in
relation 1o the code, a way of making feclings wishes and emotions of the self visible to
itself, & way in which citizens were to problematise and govern thetr lives and conduet, to
find & way in which, as free subjects, they could live a good life as g consequence of their

own character" (Rose, 1989, p. 228).

Iread Rose (1989) as saving here that although we arc cach shaped and controlled by the
culture of the socicty, that 18, we arce cach the creation of the collective enterprise, we do not
experience oursclves as such, because the control device operating in this mstance 1s the
construction of ourselves as autonomous, as having freewill and choices. We experience

oursclves as having an essence, our own character, that nmque inner resource that makes us
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different from all others and able to express that ditference 1n the choices that we malke.
My subjective experionce of myvsell1s not contrary to the concept of the decentered sclf, in
fact, according o Rose (1989 1t contirms 1t. It is no burden to [ive myv life within the
constraints of what society aliows for meif [ am operating under the belicf that § have
choices and I am expressing my umgue personality m the chorces that [ make. Can T say
that such freedom 18 an illusion? [ do not think so. That freedom exists for me
experientialty, that experience of the self has having some freedom of cholce 1s a reality
within the culture of the society I live in, although not for all people in the samc way. What
we have here 1s not two competing realities but two parallel realitics, I am at once both that

socially constructed decentered self and that autonomous individoal.

Chapter onc concluded with description of the ideas of Nightingale & Cromby (2002)
where social constructionism was embedded within a critical realist epistemplogy, the
critical realism providing a position from which socially constructed accounts cowld be
evaluated. It seems to me that the perspectives on self desenbed by Rose (1989) propose a
rationalist or realist notion of self as one of the constructions of self that 1s possible within
an overall framework of the social constructionist self. | {ind it intercsting that the view of
the world which [ sclected as being most sensible to my understandings acknowledged both
realism and constructionism, but gave primacy to reaitsm, albeit a eritical realisim, whereas
the view of self which I found to be most sensible gives primacy to the construeted self. |
read this difference as possibly being a reflection of a differential in the importance given
1o 1ssues of ontology. This suggests Lo me that T am perceiving the existence of the world

outside sclf as being more material that the cxistence of self.

Remurning to my discussion of reflexivity then, I find myseclf asking what might be the
implications of the concepts of the decentred self and the dual self for the practise of
personal reflexiviiy? 1f [ aru seeking to acknowledge the presence of myself i my work,
what Torn does that self take? T think 1t mevitable that T will write from the perspective of
the independent autonomous sclf, although 1t docs seem quite clear to me that my self'1s
soclally constructed. [t appears to me that [ must write from niv autonomous self, but

disclose both this aspeet and my socially constructed sclf. I do not think that the 1dea that |
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am disclosing the subjective consequences of the subject positions available to me al the
time of writing, rather than oy own stable and independent beliefs, makes reflexivity any

fess usetul from the point of view of the deconstructive reader.

Does the idea of a social constructiomat author disclosing thewr stable inner core of selfhood
represent an epistemofogical conflict? The answer to this question would be yes 1f and only
if we were to limit themselves to the confines of a unitary reality, but once we acknowledge
muttiple realities, the guestion of conflict no longer artises. As Rose (1989) has described,
the coercive technologies by which we are governed only work because we live in an

expenential reality which provides us with a radieally different explanation of ourselves.

Tindall (1994) provides an tllustration of how the fusion of the social constructed self and
the experiential self might present, when she desertbes post modern approaches to research
and acknowledges the constracted nature of knowledge, but has an altogether difforent idea
of what constitutes a self. Tindall (1994} acknowledges the value of choosing 4 research
topic with which the rescarcher 1s personally involved and describes how this approach to
research “centralises, rather than margimalises or denies the influence of the researcher's lile
experience on the vescarch and the construction of knowledge”(Findall, 1994, p. 150},
Tindall (1994) goes on to say that if a researcher chooses to work 1o this way then 1t is
necessary for that researcher to be "reflexive. ... inorder to achieve a resonance between

subjectivity and objectivity”, (Tindall, 1994, p. 1500,

Tindall (1994) regards sclf awarcness as a neccessary prerequisite for reflexive disclosure.
"Tf we fail to be eritically aware and o know ourselves then we arc m danger of
undermining the validity of our work. Our findings, rather than being firmly prounded in
people’s accounts, may merely be the reflection of owr own unconscious 1ssues, disturbed
by the regearch” (Tindall, 1994, p, 150). The self referred to here is the psychoanalytical
self (Flax, 1990} and this psvehoanalytical self 1s placed within a realist/empiricist inspired

project of achicving validity in one's work by avolding contamination by the self.
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In her constructions of the self Tindall (1994) is clearly of the opinion that reflexivity
should reveal something real about the author. Gill {1998} while advocating for the
inchusion of reflexive process acknowledges the comparatively “unreal’ socially constructed
nature of our accounts of ourselves, “How should we, as researchers, deal with the fact that
our own claims are themselves constructions — our discourse 1s not somehow exempt, and

1s o less constructive, contingent and action orientated than any other discourse” (Gill,

1998, p. 20).

Potter & Wetherell (1987) take a more abstract view of reflexivity, proposing that in the
first mnstance all language is reflexive in that it simultaneously describes and constructs that
which is being talked about. Potter & Wetherell (1987) describe how authors use various
forms of reflexive practise in their attempts to acknowledge this aspect of language use.
One of the ways in which Potter & Wetherell (1987) see authors as attempting to work in
this area is by the use of new literary forms, lorms of writing more usually associated with
creative writing than academic writing, with the intention that the creative writing

convention will signal to the reader the constructive aspect of the language use.

Gill {1990} remains sceptical about new literary forms, m particular the convention of
presenting one's work in the form of a dialogue, claiming that rather then empowering the
reader to engage with a process of theorising alternative constructions from what is being
presented, the dialogue literary form can actually strengthen authorial authority. “By
appearing to acknowledge critical pownts they provide an inoculation for their argument and
make 1t more difficult to rebut, They also sometimes protect authors from criticism
thorough the use of strategic leaks of personal (or other) information, through which
authors can offer persuasive credentials” .. .(and that they can also) ... “produce a fake

pluralism or muitivocality”. . .(creating)... “a parody of real debate™ (Gill, 1998, p. 36).

Potter & Wetherall {1987) also describe a type of reflexive practise where authors reflect on
their own process of analysis at the same time as undertaking that analysis, analysing one's

own analysis, and [ use this type of reflexivity in Chapter Eight.



Another form of reflexive practise, tllustrated by Morgan (1996}, 1s where an author from
within the discipline, analyses the discipline itself, representing a type of reflexivity at the
institutional level. The wiitings of the conventional eritigue of social psychology described
by Wexler (1996) which lead to the development of social constructionism, for example
Gergen, (1973), could also be described as being reflexive in this sense, as could the
writing of some of those authors who have been described as participating in the current
ritual of debate about social constructiomism. Parts of Chapter One of this current project
could be described as being reflexive in this sense. For the remainder of this chapter I shall
attend to the process of personal reflexivity, as I present two different reflexive discussions

of myself, the author as feminist and the author as counsellor.

The author as feminist.

I describe myself as a feminist, in my life, in my counselling work and in my academic
work. Ihave arrived at using the word feminist in my self description as a way of
acknowledging to myself and others that I believe sexual difference is fundamental to the
way human society is organised and furthermore, that that organisation impacts negatively

on women In ways that are not generally experienced by men, although men may

experience other types of impact.

However, having used these first few general words of explanation I have already perhaps
taken my description of feminism in a direction not all feminists would agree with, because
there are many different ways of being feminist. Therefore, what follows is both some
description of feminism generally and some attempt to describe ways in which my

feminism may be different to other feminisins.

In attempting to describe my feminism I am not seeking to define a single position, or a
single epistemology. I see my femninisim is encompassing a range of different speaking
positions. It is a territory rather than a single space to speak from, a territory with fuzzy

boundaries and open doors, It 1s also a territory which changes over time. [ may believe I
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know the general wheredbouts of its location at the beginning of this project, but I know
from previous expenience that there can be a transformative effect in writing, and T accept

that T may end up m a slightly different space from where [ started.

[ must make one last disclarmer before engaging with this description. While I am
attempting to describe my feminism and be/do that femmism in my writing, this does aot
necessartly mean that [ shall excclude phallocentric discourse from my writing. According to
Grosz (1988) phallocentrism 1s a type of nvistble evervday misogyny built mio our
languape and thinking systems and usually operating below the Tevel of cousciousness. |
can therefore cxpect that my feminisms will be presented not as an alternative to underlving

phallocentric systems of thought, but m addition to them, in a layering of possiblc readings.

Many authors have attempted some classification of feminist perspectives and I shall refer
to three of these in attompting to map out some perspectives which may identify the

position of my own ferminist perspective.

Grosz (1988) identifies different types of feminisin based on the particular misogynys they
recognise and appose. Grosz (L988) refers to misogyvoy at the observable empirical level as
sexism and the femimsm which opposes this as liberal feminism. Within this perspective
opponents of sexism are concerned with changing the behaviour of (sexist) individuals.
Girosz (1988) refers to the misogyny mherent in particular theories and underlying
structures as patriarchal and the feminisms wluch oppose patriarchal theorics and seek to

rewrte those theorics as structuralist ferminisms.

Grosz (1988) describes as conservative fenmmsts those femimsts who seck to preserve
mainstream theories from being rewritten by structural feminists. According to Grosz
{1988) conservative feminists maintain that women's 1ssues can be included as special cases
or additions to existing theories without challenging the whole basis of the knowledge or

the theory.
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The final category of feminism described by Grosz (1988) in her classification is “Feiminists
of autonomy” (Grosz, 1988, p. 96). Feminists of autonomy are ferninists who are seeking
to find a response to phallocentrism, where phallocenirism represents the deepest level of
misogyiy. Grosz (1988) describes how within phallocentric systems of language and
thought so-called neutrality, the universal ungendered condition of knowledge, that which
is referred to as truthful and objective, is both masculine and in denial of that masculinity.
According to Grosz {1988) these feminists see phallocentric svstems as using the masculine
model to represent both sexes and seek to make visible the masculinity of the universal

while at this same thme striving to “be able to claim a space within theory for women as

women”(Grosz, 1988, p.97).

It seems to me that to classify an individual femmist according to the categories of Grosz
{1988} is to acknowledge where her femunisms rest rather than where they begin, or, what
her feminisms include rather than what they exclude. By this I mean that feminism of
autonomy must of necessity include structural and liberal feminisms because feminists of
autonomy would not be blind to empiiical or structural misogyny, but their concerns would
not stop there, whereas liberal feminists might limit their concerns to observable sexism. 1

regard these types of feminism as being layers of awareness and concern.

Riger (1992) identifies three categories of feminism in psychology according to the
epistemological basis used for research. According to Riger {1992) feminist empiricists see
“closer adherence to the tenets of science as the solution to the problem of bias” (Riger,
1992, p. 732). These feminists are in effect saying that there is nothing wrong with the
systems we currently have, but that some individual researchers produce bias in their work
as a result of doing bad science. The focus of change here is at the level of individual

behaviour and I read this feminism as being indistinguishable from the liberal femninism

described by Grosz {1988),

The second category of feminism described by a Riger (1992) is standpoint feminism.
According to Riger (1992) feminist standpoint epistemologies acknowledge the male

centeredness of the mainstream or dominant forms of knowledge and seek to uncover and
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promote women's expericnce and knowledge., Within this perspective women's knowledee
1s referred to as sabjugated or underground knowledpe. Standpomnt feminisis thus sec men
and women a3 occupying fundamentally different positions in soctal hievarchies, with the
male perspective currently dominating the female. Standpoint feminists study women and
thewr experiences with the goal of restoring balance to socicty by elevating the importance

of women's expenience Lo the levet of that currently afforded men's cxperience.

The third category of feminism discussed by Riger (1992} is feminist postmodernisn.
According to Riger (1992} the perspective within postmodernism that has been most
influential in feminist psychology is poststructuralism. Within the poststructuraiist
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perspective meaning and knowledge are soclally constructed “poststructuralists reject
traditional notions of truth and reality, and claim nstead that power enables some to define
what 1s or 15 not considercd knowledge™ (Riger, 1992, p.734). Posistructuralist feminists
study systems of thought as they are manifest in language with the aim of elucidating the

processes by which women arc excluded or made invisible within those svstems and also to

attempt to redress that absence.

Gatens (1996) distinguishes between feminists of equality and feminists of difference.
Gaiens {1996) includes under the femimists of equality those {feminists who see gender not
sex as being the site of women's oppression and who furthermore see gender as being
socially constructed, a type of sexual socialisalion or sexual soctal 1dentity. Gatens (1996)
describes this type of thinking as discmibodying in that 1t has the efiect of locating women's
oppression entirely within the psychosocial realm, within the mind. The project of
fenunists of equality as presented by Gatens (1996) seems to be {o respond to the prejudices
of fraditional sexism {i.¢. the belief that women are inferior to men because of biological
differences hetween the sexes) by 1gnoring biology (the body} and relocating the debate to
the psychaosocial (the mind). Galens (1996) argues that this does not make sense in terms
of the oppression expertenced by women, n that, 1f the biclogical body 1s not relevant,
what 15 it that 1s at issue in gender relalions? Why are women oppressed? Gatens (1996}

secs fermmsts of equality as colluding with patriarchal society in attempting to deny the



significance of sexual difference “as if women's bodies, and the representation and contro]

of women's bodics were not a crucal stake in these struggles” (Gatens, 1996, pl 7).

Gatens {1996) deseribes feminisis of difference as feminists who recognise that “we are
historically and culturally sttuated in a socety that 18 divided and organised in terms of sex™
(Gatens, 1996, pl1). As described by Gatens (1996) fernists of difference do not focus on
the anatomical body {that dichotomously positioned other half of the mind made so
significant by femimists of equality) but look mstead to the “sttuated body™ or the
“imaginary body™ (Gatens, 1996, p1 1) that body- mind/ mind- body which defies partition,

which 1s both sexed and soclabised.

Where then do | locate my femnuism within this array of possibilities? In attempting to
answer this question my first response 18 to scek a plurality here. T am locating my
fermnisms not my feminism. My sceond lmpulse 1s to rgject liberal and empirical feminism
and conservative fomintsm from my feminisms. I should not like to be known as a liberal
fermnist, or an empirical fenunist or a conservative feminist. However, vegardless of where
my preference hies al this point in time I have a difficulty with exclading these feminisms

and that difficulty comes from twa sources.

In the first mstance it scems to me this I am reading a type of developmental sequence into
the different femimisms. Where developimenial sequences are concerned generally and most
certainly 1n this casc I am inclined to the Kletnian point of view that developmental stages
arc added to each other rather than being replaced by each other as m the Freudran model
(Klein, 1956). Using this model, feminisin of autonomy could be gaid to be inclusive of
liberal and structural fominism but not necessarily conservative ferminisin which exasts as ¢
dicholomous alternative to structural feminism i the categories of Grosz (1988).
Consideration of & developmental thread within the various feminisms therefore would
seem to preciude my rejection of liberal or empincal fominist, but what of conservative
femintsm? 1 find myself unable to exclude conservative feminism for the same reason that
I could not exciude feminism of equality or any other {feminism which could be discounted

as colluding with phallocentric discourse, because as [ described earlier 1 do not helieve



that 1t is possible 1o climinate phallocentric discourse from my writing because
phallocentnism is built into the language I must usc.
Therefore phallocenirie fenunisms may be evident in my writing in a way that is outside

my awareness, but quite possibly visible to the deconsiructive reader.

In conclusion 1 iind [ must mclude all the possible feminisms of my acquaintance in n1y
femimsms, some enthusiastically embraced, structural, autonomous, standpomt and
poststractural feminisms and femmism of difference, others simply acknowledged,
emprrical, conservattve and femimsms of equatity, and to the poipourri of these feminisms |

must add the feminist author as pragmatic realist,

Some feminist authors, notably the French feminsts Luce Ingaray, (Ingaray, 1985), Telene
Cixous (Cixous, 1991) and Julie Kristeva, (Kristeva, 19856) have attempted 10 write as
women, to “write the feminine’ by exploring wriling styles which are racdically different
from traditional acadenmic writing (Sellers, 1994). Although I am attracied (o the
possibiiities of that project | am not attempting to “write the feminine’ in this current work
in any radical way, [ acknowledge the concerns expressed by Jardine (1989) with vespect to
the obvious and the not so obvious risks mvolved 1n engaging m tmpenetrable discourse,
but I do not think that this requires the project of writing differently to be abandened
allogether by femimist anthors. [ believe there is level at which the project of writing
differently which is promoted by the French Feminists appears very much like the now
accepted practise m qualitative social psychology, for example Freeman (1993}, of writing
11 the first person and at times adopting a more conversational form of address, and also at
times using present tense. This 1s the Jevel of difference I have aliowed mysclf in this

current project.

From a feminist perspeetive the use of terms like ‘one would think™ or ‘it is thought’

rather than °1 ihink” has the effect of obscuring and thereby reinforeing the masculinity of
the subjeet of sctence, (Ingaray, 1985). From a social constructionist perspective the use of
the first person is intended to convey that the author, like all other persons, articulates from

the sociofpolitical speaking positions available 1o them at the time (Burr, 1993). 1
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acknowledge that I may have attempted to journey further mnto the possibilities of what
writing differently has to offer, had | not been preparing this current work {or assessment,

and that 1s why [ added pragmatic realist to the list of my feminisms.

The author as counscllor and femmist

[ currently work as a counscllor i private practice where most of the time [ am workimg

with women clients who arc wishing to addreas 1ssucs to do with sexual abuse.

[ began my counselliing career working for Relauonship Services, called Marriage
Guidance 1 those days. Also in those days we all worked as volunteers, in retum for which
we were provided with free training and supervision. What different times we Hived in then.
What freedoms we enjoyed. [ didn't belong to an ethical body, wasn't registered anywhere
cxcept with the agency I worked for and 1 didn't have to fill out forins. Both iraimng and
asscasment were very much experiential. Assessment to be Jicensed as a counsellor came
after a two-year training period followed by a two-vear probationary period and was bascd
on videos of myself counselling. The first time T wag assessed for competence to do Family
Courl work [ attended a residential weekend where we lived and worked with the assessors
who put us through a serics of practical excrcises. No one wanted to know what
qualifications I had, but they were interested to sce what ] could do. Family Court is
currently undergoing a process of updating its counsellor's approval criteria and all
counsellors wanting to do Family Court work are now required to £111 out a lengthy
application form detailing the qualifications that they have. But I am used to these forms
now. Ovwver the vears 1 have filled the amount for various cmplovers, for the New Zealand
Asgsocation of Counseliors (NZAC) and the Accident Compensation Corporation (ACC),
and ACC again, but I always find myself thinking as [ 111l them out that I don't trust this
process, even with all the boxes correctly ticked they still don't know me, they still don't
know what | can do, or possibly even more portinently what ] cannot do. There seems to be
a new narrative about what a counsellor 13, or how onc meagures a counsellor, which I can

engage with, bur I cannot disengaee with the old narrative and I think that this 15 becanse
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the new narrative on 1is own does not sustain my belief in the work that I do and for me

there 18 some contlict between these two narratives.

Because this ts an area of my work that | find problematical. this is the aspect of
counselling 1 chose to rescarch. The first phase of that research was (o engage with the
literature around the question of what exactly 1t is that counsellors do which is effective in
producing change for the client. [n the process of this rescarch, the experiential counsellor

becomes the counsclior/researcher.

One of the tvpes of information sought from counsellors by those who require

forms to be {illed out 18 about modality, that 1s, the techniques employed by the counsclior
and the theoretical justification {or the same. T always have difficulty deciding how 1o
present myself with respect to modality. Over my counselling career [ have explored a
aumber of different modalitics, but | cannot say that any one of them 18 me, or characterises
my work in any meaningful way. [ have done my time with Rogers and Egan,
psvchodrama, neurolinguistic programming, fransactional analysis, object relations, and
narrative orientations and found cach of them to be lacking as a unitary solution to the
question of modality, and finally I came to reject unitary solutions themsclves. Despite my
social constructionist Jeanings [ found the empirical research approach of Asay & Lambent
{1999} quite appealing. According to Asay & Lambert (1999) all types of therapy are
equally cffective, but technigues or modality accounts for about 13 percent of the
mmprovement which clients experience. The other 85 percent of change for the best is
attributed to the ctiects of the therapeutic relattonslup, factors outside counselling and
placebo cffects. Tubbell, Duncan & Miller (1999) take this argument further and suggoest
that the nature of the therapists modality 18 not only 1irrefevant bat 1t 1s actually not
necessary for the therapist to have a modality at all. According to Tubbell, Duncan &
Miller {1999} 1t 1s not the therapisis modality or {heory of change which is tmportant, but
the clicnts. Each client hag their own unique theory of change and the therapist needs to
Jearn this irom each client before working with 1, in order to help the client produce change
for themselves, that is, our modality 18 different with cach client that we work with.

According to Asay & Lambert (1999} the nature of the relationship between counsellor and
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client has twice the influcnee on outeome that modality has, accounting for 30 percent of
the mmprovement, and vet the forms which scek 1o define me and myv work do not ask about
this aspect of counselling, perhaps that 1s because this aspect of counsclling 18 not easily

guantified.

Hubbell, Duncan & Miller (1999} describe their concerns about the increasing
importance of emputcally validated treatments (EVTs) m psychotherapy. They sce therapy
being redefined in such a way as to make 1 more casily quantifiable and therefore able 1o

be controlled by third party funding agencies,

I believe that the argmments about the cfficacious superiority of one

lechnique over another will never be resolved, that they are unresolvable, a rhetorical
political process without end, and ! believe that there 1s a need for modality or technique as
such, of some sort, In counselling because it provides the client with a reason for changing.
This 1dea | think 18 best expressed in the work of Jerome Frank. Frank & Frank {1991}
describe four features which are comimaon to all modalities and which togcther facilitate
positive change for clients. These features are " an emouonally charged, confiding
retationship with a helping person”, "a healing setting”, "a rationalc, conceplual scheme or
myth that provides a plausible explanation for the paticnts symptoms and prescribes a rifual
or procedure for resolving them™ and "a ritual or procedure that requires the active
participation of both paticnt and therapist and it 1s belicved by the parties to be the means of

restoring the patients health” (Frank & Frank, 1991, p. 40-43)

Although not framed in such terms by Frank & Frank (1991) T read this as a description of
the counselimg narrative, the generic story of what happens in counsetling. What Frank &
Frank (1991} arc saying is that a counsellor does need a modality at any given time, but any
one will do, and this would seem to be consistent with the common factors research

discussed by Asay & Lambert (1999).

I one aceepts this view ol the role of modality, and I do, what then of the concerns of

Hubbell, Duncan & Miller (1999} about EVTs and quantification of the therapeutic



process? If one technique 18 cqually as efficacious as another, why should an XV be any
better or worse than another way of working with a chient? Whal 1s the potental threar or

farm involved here?

One could arguc that, as counsellors and cilents are all individuals, a variety of persons
being involved requires a varety of difterent approaches be available, so that the chances
of mdividuals being suited are increased. According to Frank & Frank (1991) belief (s
required for cffective therapy. | think that m our individual focussed socicty, being able to
sclect from a range, a product which one believes reflects ones own mdividuality, 1s quite
likely to foster @ belicf in the effective supertority of that product. An incrcasing demand
for EVTs could see non guantifiable modalities disappear from the repertoires of
counscllors dependant on third party funding agencies. The clients of these counsellors may

be less well served as a resuli of this.

I think that there 15 another potential threat implied in the move to redefine counselling in
quantifiable terms and that is that the contro] of the therapeutic process could pass to
remote authorties oulside the profession. 1f the only intercst the remote authorities have in
counselling is the cost of it, to them, then ways would be found for the effective superiority
of shorter forms of therapy (brief interventions) {o be empirically validated. (This has
already started to happen). Ultimately the cheapest form of counselling 1s no counselling at
all. The ultimate (financial) redefinition of counselling could be that it is unnecessary and

the industry could disappear altogether.

My feminist analysis of this 1s that, as counscliors arc mostly women (Paton, 1999) and (by
my own observation) the majority of counselling clients are also women, patriarchal society
may not see any greal signiticance or value in what happens in the counseliing room. It s
also possible that (if most counsellors are at least a Iittle bit like me) the counselling room
can operate as a classroom for femmst learmngs, or at least a place where female solidarity
1s practised. [ believe thig situation could be experienced as beng a threat to patnarchal

culture, hence the need to conitrol, or ullimately get rid of, counselling. [t is also possible
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that the need to contral is not based on recognition of any specific threat, but simply arises

from recognition of counselling as having a feminine 1dentity.

Tn this chapter [ have presented a description of counselling process which positions the
vartous modabitics and constructed accounts or narratives about how change might happen.
The object 'modality’ is thus given the ontological status "constructed’. However, I do not
extend that descriptor to the change the clients can expericnce. What 1 am suggesting here
1s that 'client change' or 'outcomes' has a different tvpe of ontological status from madality,
that 1s to say, 1t is more real. [t may be argued that as a counsellor myvself [ would always
construct as tangible and 'real’ the benefits which may be derived from counselling, and 1
would not dispute that argument. The important pomnt for me here is that I am able to
maie/construet these distinctions precisely because | have recourse to hoth constructionist
and realist perspectives. H [ were constrained lo (altempting to) work within one

perspective only, this analysis would not have been avalilable to me.

In this chapter | have also presented some discussion around reflexivity and also some
reflexive presentations of myself, myvsclf as feminist academric, as cxperiential counsellor,
as counsellorresearcher and as feminist counsellor. [ have made these disclosures (o give
some Indications of the positions | am speaking from so that the reader imay be better able
to recognise the constructions I apply i my analysis. Before I begin the analytical chapters
1 need discuss issues of methodoloay and to explore the question of what it is that I mean

when | usc the term ‘narrative’, and these are the topics of the next chapter.



Chapter Three: Issues around methodology and the meaning(s) of narrative.

Afier some deliberation I decided not to use the word dala 1n my discussions of
methodology. However, as [ am aware that the term data 18 probably the most commonly
used term to describe that which researchers collect and analyse I shall theretfore present

some argument in justification of my decision.

I did at onc stage consider using the term data but when I found myself thinking about my
research in that way I had a sense of truncation, a multidinensional kind of cutting off,
resulting in the violation of a small piece of knowing i a way that felt artificial. My
concern was that that smiall piece ol knowing supposcdly 'produced’ by the research process

was actnally nothing of the kind.

[ chose myy participants and my participants chose themsclves from a group of counsellors
who could be rouzhly said 1o be wmy peers in the Nelson Marlborough area. All of the
participants were known to me before this research was undertaken. Most of the 1ssues
covered in the interviews were issues wiuch have been discussed within the peer group
previousty, Whether at tocal, regional or national gatherings, wherever counsellors get
togecther they tend to talk about these things. This 1s the continuous thread of knowing that |
did not want to infer that I was pretending did not exist. I nceded to acknowledge the
continuous thread of knowing because it is quile possible that in myv analvsis [ did not/eould
not always differentiate between what | know from the conversations I have recorded and
other conversattons [ have had with the same people about the same issues over the years. I
helieve there is a history there in my relationship with my participants which I may only be
partially awarc of, a shared history that has evolved over time mio a tvpe of subculture and

disappeared from conscions awarcness, to some extent.

Therefore in the first instance, 1 rejected the word data becausc it inferred a more rigid and
impermeable boundary between past and present knowing that T behieved existed for myself

as researcher in this current project.
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'There 1s another boundary which 1 read as being inferred by the use of the term data and
that 1s the houndary which separates object and subject in research. The term data comes
from traditional empirical psychology, that 1s, rescarch which 15 based on scienee and
assumed to be objective. Henee | read the term data as carryimg assumptions about
objectivity. For information to be objective mn the traditional empincal sense 1L must be
sourced solely from the ohject being observed, using external senses, with 1o part of that
informaiion being derived from the person doing the observing (Coolican, 19943, This
objectivity docs not exist in the project undertaken here. T have made no attempt to, or
claims about, keeping mysell out of the talk I have collected. That talk resulted from
conversattons between two people 1n relationship, and existed in the context of that
refationship. The stories created were co-constructed within that relationship as 1t existed at
the time the recording was made. Thercfore what I collected cannot be objective and
therefore data is not the appropriate term to use to describe it, because of the inferences of

empiricist objeclivily contained in that tenr.

T have so far described two places where I read the term data as iunplying boundaries that 1
do not think my research reproduces. The third objection I have to using the term data
the present context is because doing so would secm to be ignoring & boundary of a different
sort, which I believe is present in this research and which [ think is essential 10 the process
of qualitattve research, and that 1s the boundary between that which was gathered and that

which was analysed. In empirical research this boundary 18 not constructed.

The talk [ recorded for this project was {runseribed 1o produce text, and ! analysed some of
the stories [ read as being present in the text. What T analysed was not what [ collected. The
process of identifying the stories transformed that which was collected into that which was
analysed. That transformation was an intuitive, creative, culturally bound process of
interpretation which intervened to create a boundary between that which 1 collected and

that which [ analysed. To have used the word data to desenibe both would have been to

apply a description that was both inadequate and misleading.
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In conclusion, my reasons {or rejecting the term data ave that it infers a disjuncturce between
past and present knowing on the one hand, and research subject and object on the other,
which T find unacceptable i terms of this present project. The use of the term data also fails
to acknowledge a transformation which occurs in the mnterpretive process where that which

was analvsed was created out of that which was collected.

That which was collected. from whom and how.

I collected recordings of Interviews/conversations. ! include the term conversations to
indicate a process involving two persons contributing ntore or less in the samce way. 1 did
ask more guestions of my participants than they did ol me, and each lape did consist mostly
of the talk of the participant, so there was some sense of an interview thal happened, but
therc was also some conversation which happened. Fach recording was approximately half
an hour long. The recordings were transcribed verbatim to produce the transcripts. In order
to protect participant confidentiality names of places, persons and organisations have been
replaced with generic terms for that category of object, for example, in some mstances

where an employer is named, the term ‘name of employer' 1s substituted.

The participants were seven women counsellors in the age range forly five to seventy vears,
[ did not exclude male counscllors, there were simply none in the peer group [ accessed.
Counsclling is a predominantly female profession (Paton, 1999). The participants were all
counsellors who currently were or recently had been working as counsellors i private
practise part-trie, mostly in conjunction with other part time work: such as social work,

nursing, mediation services and drug and alcohol services.

My method of recruitment was non-probability purposive sampling using a combination of
expert sampling and snowball sampling (Trochim, 2001). The term expert sampling applies
{o my recruitment because, wanting to stay within my own counselling cultwre, 1in order that
I'would have awareness of and be able to 1dentify the stories of my participants, I chose

from a potential pool of counsellors, those who met certain criteria. Those criteria were that

the participating counsellors were members of the New Zealand Association of
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Counsellors, were currently or had been Family Court Counsellors, and/or were currently or

had been ACC Registered Counsellors, and who were gencrally regarded among their peers

as being experienced practilioners.

My sampling was also an example of snowball sampling but not strictly i the sense
deseribed by Trochim (2001}, Trochim {(2001) describes snowball sampling as being where
existing participanis assist the researcher by identifying turther potential participants. This
was not the case in my research as all the participants were already known to me. What did
snowball 1 my recruitment process was acceptance of and support for my project, within
an already [dentified pool of participants. With the exceplion of the first participant I
approached, I found that participants already knew about my research and felt positively
about participating, and [ atiribute this to communicalions between existing and potential
parbicipants. This was a process that was not only assisted my project but which [ think was
vital. If the first participants had not found the interview process to be enjovable or at least
tolerable, | think that the word would quickly have ganc around the peer group that taking
part 11 my reseavch was not a good idea, my pool of potential participants would have dricd

up and [ would nol have been able to sample within my own counselling culture.

The interview/conversations were unstructured i the sense that 1 did not use a set list of
prepared questions for each interview. However | did notice over time that there were some
questions I tended to ask of all participants, though not always using the same wording.
These questions were questions like; how long have yvou been mvolved in counsclling?
wlhat changes have you noticed over that time? what forms of accountability arc you

currently subyect to? and do vou think that this accountability process caprures the cssence

of what is required Lo be a good counsellor?

That Which Was Analvsed

[n attempting to capture the sense of what T mean when [ use the word narrative | have

found 1t uscful to think of three different types of meaning, operating here in lavers. The



three different types of meaning I read into the term narrative are narrative as object,

narrafive as process and narrative as epistemology.

[ use the terms story and narrative interchangeably and [ find that this works equally well
for cach of the three lavers of meaning I shall now describe. This usage is consistent with
that of Sarbin (1986) “narratrve 15 cotermmnous with story™ (Sarbin, 1986, p. 3) and
Pollanghome {(1988) “the term szory 18 equivalent to narraiive” (Potkinghorne, 1988, p.

13).

Narrative as Obiject or Linsuistic Device,

In his discussions on research interviewing Misher (1986} describes the bencfits to be
cained by the mierviewer allowing the respondent to get stdetracked and tell slories.
Mishler (1986) argued that far from being irrelevant, these stories were a form of data in
their owg right and amenable to their own form of analysis, namely narrative analysis.
However Mishier (1980) does not provide any clear cul process for differentiating story
from non story speech, although he does infer that story is not speech given in direct
answer Lo an mferviewer's question, but rather speech triggered by some cue miemal (o the
participant. Misher (1986) provides a list of possible charactenstics which may be found in
story specch, such as; including a lopical chain of events, having @ beginning and an end
and something in the middle, being a chronicle which conveys meaning and having a

recogsable plot.

Riessman (1993} continues with the project of developing criterta for distinguishing the
narrative portions of an mnterview from the non narrative portions. Riessman (19932)
suggests that the bulk of any transcript would typically be non narraiive and that

respondents would tend to tell slories about their past experience only where there is a

tension between what was acceptable or desirable and what actually happened.

Riessman {1993) discusses the structural model of narrative associated with the work of

Labov {1972, as deseribed 1 Ricssman, 1993) and also the dramatic mode! of Burke
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(1969). Cortazzi (1993) also discusses the structural model of narratrve, desenbing the six
clements of that modcl as bemg like the responses to typical audience questions or
conumenis such as “what was the thing that happened’ (abstract), “how did 1t start’
(ovientation), ‘then what happened’ (complicating action), “what was the significance of

that” (evaluation), *what happened in the end’ (resolution) and “well, so much for all of

that’ {coda- return to the present).

Burke (1969) 1 his dramatic model sought to explain the process of asenbmg motives.
Burke (1969) anatysed narrative in terms of the five elements act, scene, agenl, agency and

PUrPOSE.

McLeod (2001} and Ochs & Capps (2001) are examples of more recent works where
narrative 18 treated as linguistic device, or object. MeLeod (2001) describes story teling as
one Lype of inlerview response among many others and further deseribes the basice structure
of a narative involving the elements of beginning, middle, end, protagonist and c¢himax.
Ochs & Capps (2001) describe narrative as a genre which overlaps with other fonns of
discoursc and which has a structure based around descriplion, sequencing, morality and

causation.

Despite occasional references to social context in their discussions, 1 read the work of
Misher (1980), Riessman (1993}, Cortazzi (1993), Mcl.cod (2001} and Ochs & Capps
(2001} as being about the study of narrative as object. Riessman {1993} introduces her topic
with the words “Narrative analysis takes as 1ts object of investigation the story itself”
(Riessman, 1993, p. 1). In the descriptions provided by Riessman (1993) the interview is
conducted, the tape transcribed, the namrative portions identified, the tape then re-
transcribed removing both the non narrative portions and the speech of the interviewer. The
object of narrative as data is thus achieved. Ricssman (1993) focated her work in the post
postitvist era, and Misher (1986} also describes how his narrative approach malees
accessible types of interview dala which mainstream positivist research methods canmot
cope with, thereby located himsclf also as post positivist. Although this type of rezearch

may bave been a departure from existing mainstream research in terms of offering a new
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way of working with qualitative data, | find the positioning of narrative as object, which is
achieved by both these authors to be indistinguishable from the positioning of the
traditional research object to be found 1n the mainstream positivist empiricist approach to
research. In my opinion, in construeting narrative as object in this way, these authors are

seeking to generate objective knowledge.

Narrative as Object and Social Process.

Gergen & Gergen (1984} while taking narrative as object and presenting their own structure

for typifying naratives, aiso discuss narrative as being part of a social process.

In their structural typography of pamratives, Gergen & Gergan {1984) use the terms

stability, progressive and regressive to describe stories or portions of stories. Gergen &
Gergan (1984) describe those stories in which the overall mood does not change as stability
narratives. They use the term progressive narrative for a story where the mood improves
and the term regressive narrative {or a story where the mood gencrally gets worse. By
combining thesc elements sequentially in a single story Gergen & Gergen (1984) were able
1o characterise the tragic narrative (stability followed by regression), the comic natrative
(regressive followed by progression), the happy ever after narrative (progression followed
by stability) and the romantic saga narrative (alternating regressive and progressive

segments).

Afier presenting their own typology of namrative as object, Gergen & Gergen (1984) then
20 on to develop a different type of meaning for narrative. Beginning with statements like
“narratives ag hnguistic devices are inherently a product not of individuals but of
nteracting persons” (Gergen & Gergen, 1984, p. 184) and “the individual is limited at the
outset to a vocabulary of action thal possesses currency with the culture” (Gergen &
Gergen, 1984, p. 133), Gergen & Gergen (1984) argue that relationships are maintained
through negofiations between narrator and audience as to what 1s an acceptable story Lo tell.
“The bulk of the negotiation process 1s anticipatory or implicit; it takes place with an

rmaginary audience prior to the actnal confrontation. In this way most human interactions
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progress unproblematically” {(Gergen & Gergen, 1984, p. 183). Gergen & Gergen (1984)
conclude that narratives are socially constructed, that they provide a process of negotiation

of meaning between persons, and that they are findamental to the process of relationship

matntenance.

Thus Gergen & Gergen (1984) add a second layer of meaning to the term narrative.
Narrative is stll linguistic device but it is something else besides, it is part of the process of
relationship matntenance, it 1s how we do belonging, or not belonging, as the case may be.
According to this mode] of how narrative functions, our ability to discern what is an
acceptable story, and our skill at performing these stories will largely determine how we are
accepted or valued within particular relationships. [n this account of narrative as process,

narrative is a function of the individual,

Wortham (2001} further builds on the concept of narrative as process outlined by Gergen &
Gergen (1984). Wortham (2001} refers to his dialogic approach to narratives as being the
study of narratives in action, emphasizing the interactional nature of narrative and the work

achieved by narrative performance within the salient relationship.

Kenneth Gergen (writing in Worthan, 2001) refers to the two aspects of meaning for
narrative already discussed, the representative function (of the linguistic device) and the
interactive process of meaning making between individuals, but also refers to narrative as a
process for defining the self and understanding the world we live in. Mary Gergen (2001)
describes searching for narrative forms as one type of project used by feminist social
constructionists and further adds that “the emphasis is on how the cultures narrative forms
provide boundaries by which we can know ourselves and what we have accomplished” (M.
Gergen, 2001, p. 44). Here narrative is a social process as described above but is a function
of culture rather than individuals, and is also now described as a vehicle for knowledge and
understanding. What we see introduced here, which is different to the concept of narrative
as being a process of relationship maintenance, is the idea of narrative as a way of knowing
and understanding. This introduces the third layer of meaning for narrative and it is this

aspect of the meaning of narrative which I will now describe.
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Narrative as Epistemology.

I have used Misher (1986} and Riesmann (1993) as examples of authors who use the term
narrative to describe an object, a type of linguistic device, | have used Gergen & Gergen
(1984} and Wotham (2001) as examples of authors who use the lenm narrative to describe

both the object and a process, the process of inlerpersonal interaction, the process of

narrative in performance.,

[ read in the works of Misher {1986}, Ricssman (1993), Gergen & Gergen (1994) and
Wortham (2001) when considered in combination, a relationship between object and
process which gives primacy to the object. I read the work of these authors, on the whole,
as suggesting that the existence of the story, the linguistic device, allows for the
performance of the narrative in action, the ohject making the process possible. Although
Kenneth Gergen {writing in Wortham, 2001) and Mary Gergen (2001) when mtroducing
the idea of narrative as a form of knowledge, are inferring a different type of relationship
between object and process, for the best discussion of this other type of relationhip, I tum to
the work of Donald Polkinghome. According to Polkinghorne (1988) the object, the story,
is the result of a process, almost a by product of the process, that process being of primary
importance. “T will use the term narrative and its cognates to refer to both the process and

the results” (Polkinghorne, 1988, p. 13).

However, I see no conflict between the scenario suggested by Polkinghorne (1988) and the
scenario [ read into the work of the authors discussed above, because the process referred
to by Polkinghorne (1988) is a different type of process to that reterred to by Gergen &
Gergen (1984} and Wortham (2001). When Polkinghorne (1988) uses the term process in

this context he is referring to a type of cognitive scheme.

According to Polkinghorne (1988) humans have two organising cognilive schemes, the
logical or scientific scheme and the narrative scheme and i1t 1s the narvative scheme which is

used to make sense of human activity and events that affect humans “It is the scheme that
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displays purpose and direction in human affairs and makes mdividuals’ lives
comprehensible as wholes. We conceive of our own and others behaviour within the

narrative framework” (Polkinghome, 1988, p. 18).

The process of narrative referred to by Polkinghome (1988) 1s thus a process of meaning
making or knowing and for that reason I refer to this meaning of narrative as narrative
epistemology. According to this meaning of narrative, what we know of ourselves and
others is determined by the stories we have available 1o us to make to sense of ocurselves,
other people and events that affect us. We can only know these things through narrative, we

can only construct this type of knowledge through narrative. If we cannot story it, then we

cannot know 1t.

Polkinghorne (1988) seems quite clear about the role of narrative in the construction of
human experience, and equally clear that a distinct boundary exists between narative
knowing and logical knowing “narrative meaning 1s one type of knowing produced by the
mental realm. It principally works to draw together human actions and the events that affcet
human being, and not relationships between inanimate objects” (Polkinghorne, 1988, p. 6).
Here Polkinghorne (1988) is suggesting that we use story to make sense of the social world

and logic to make sense of the inanimate or physical world.

I have some difficulty with this aspect of the work of Polkinghorne (1988). It occurs to me
that the distinction between animate and inanimate may itself be socially constructed and
culturally dependant. I shall illustrate this idea with a story of my own. A few years ago |
had organised to attend a conference with a colleague friend of mine. The day before the
conference a member of my friends hapu died and she then travelled to the funeral instead
of coming to the conference. We met up a few days later and my friend asked me what the
weather had been like at the conference and 1 said “if rained steadily for three days, tangi

weather”. My friend said “ave”, and we sat in silence for a moment.

For me there are several stories at different levels represented in this interchange, which is

also an example of narrative enactment by fragmentary reference, which I shall talk more
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aboul later. One of the stories I read as being present in this interchange is about the earth,
Papatuanuku, the sky, Ranginui, and the wind, Tawhirt Matea as living entities in
relationship with cach other and with the tangata whenua, and by the production of rain,
acknowledging that a member of the tangata whenua 1s passing over from this world to

another.

1 am assuming that Polkinghorne {1988) would have classed earth, sky and wind as
nanimate and therefore outside the realm of narrative. It seems to me that in the logio-
scientific mode, earth sky and wind have no choice but fo be inanmumate. Polkinghorne
{1988) suggests that a recognition of animate/inanimate somehow facilitates a choice
between narrative and logio-scientific knowing, 1 think that being in cither narrative or
logio-scicntific mode also has a determining affect on what is animate and what is
inanimate. And if the boundary between animate and inanimate is socially constructed,
does it not then follow that the distinction between narrative knowing and logto-scientific
knowing is also socially constructed? And 1f the boundary between these two modes of
knowing were to disappear, which cognitive scheme would subsume which? I think there is
only one way that argument could go, because narrative knowing allows for the story of
science, 1t includes this story, (once upon a time there was a scientist who lived in a world
of real objects...) whereas the logio-scientific mode, it seems to me can only represent
narrative knowing as being different from and separate to. The position [ take is that the
story about science i1s simply another narrative construction which we use to make sense of
ourselves and the world. However, regardless of the position I take on the existence of
other forms of knowing, for the purposes of this project I do not need to make any
argument against the binary system of cognitive schemes proposed by Polkinghorne (1988)
or against the idea of logio-scientific knowing as being different from and separate from
narrative knowing, and 1 do not propose to do that. [t seems quite clear to me that my
current enterprise is located entirely within narrative knowing as described by Polkinghorne
(1988} and therefore there is no requirement for me to consider the validity of the concept

of other forms of knowing.



Polkimghorne (1988) deseribed narrative knowing as being that part of the total human
knowing which relates to persons and events that alfect persons, that part of human
knowing which 18 not about inantmate objects. 1 see counselling as being an activity which
is based on persons and events that affect people. In my experience and from what 1 know
of the experience of other counsellors, I have never known of anyone attending counselling
seeking assistance with an inanimate objecl which has no affect on any persons. Therefore
it seems clear to me that counseliing 1s an activity entirely situated within the reatm of
narrative knowing, as descnibed by Pollkinghorne (1988). Similarly 1 sce thig research
project as being situated entirely within the realm of narrative knowing, in that this project
is about counsecllors and thetr work and the 1ssues are all person based, betng about

relationships.

Having thus sifuated my work in this current project entirely within the realm of narrative
knowing, [ do nol need to address the quesiion of whether other types of knowing exist,
however, having thus situated myself and the stories of my participanis, does create a

problematic about other types of discourse which I must now address.

In my mulii layered defintiions of narrative [ have assumed that the three types of meaning
for narrative [ have descnbed, narrative as object, narrative as process and narative as
epistemology, can co-cxist. By adopting the narrative as epistemology meaning I am
claiming that all knowing in the realm of persons and events that atfect persons, that is, in
the realm of this research project, 1s storied. T am clammimg that for the purposcs of this
project, 1f 1t cannot be storied, then 1t cannot be known. The conscquence of adopting
narrative epistemology, is that T now have no basts for recognising any content in my
transeripts which 18 not part of namrative knowing, that 1s, 1s not narrative in nature. Misher
{1986} and Riessman (1993), authors who describe narrative as object, as linguistic device,
are quite clear in their descriptions of analysing transcripis, that only a small portion of any
transcopt will be narrative, and the majority of any transernpt will be non narrative. Does
this mean that the namralive as objcct meaning confhets with the nwrative as eplstemology

meaning? I do not think so. I do not think that there 1s any mcompatibility between the
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layers of meaning here, but in order to show how this can be, [ need to qualify what I mean

by narrative as object.

My position is that all talk on the transcript 1s part of narrative knowing, and also part of the
process of meaning making and relationship maimntenance, but only some of that talk will be
recognised as narrative as object, that is, narrative as linguistic device, using the structural
definitions of narrative described by Misher (1986) and Riessman (1993}.The type of
narraiive linguistic device recognised will depend on the definition of such device used by
the particular analyst. Analysts who define the narrative linguistic device in terms of
particular structural features will recognise narrative wherever those structural features
appear. This does not mean that the balance of the transcript not recognised by this process
is not narrative knowing, or narrative as relationship process, or indeed narrative as object
using any other set of structural features for definitien. The object of narrative as linguistic
device i3 constructed by the definition used to characterise the said object, and there is a

temporal aspect to how such definitions operate.

All of the authors [ have discussed so far in this chapter have emphasised the umportance of
temporal aspects of narrative in the meanings they have ascribed to narrative, describing
narrative as facilitating an ordering of events over time. [ propose that recognition of
narrative as structurat linguistic device also has a temporal dimension, in that a sufficient
number of the features described as characteristic of narrative, according to the definition
being used, must be evident during the time of the interaction, in order for the object

narrative to be recognised.

It is my contention that the balance of the transcript not recognised as narrative (by
whatever structural definition being used) is indeed nairative, by that or any other
definition, but that the narrative is not recognised as an object because not enough of the
salient characteristics are displayed within the timespan of the transcript, Taking this
position redefines the non narrative portions of the transcript as portions of the transcript
containing incomplete or fragmentary narrative which by virtue of its incomplete nature is

not able to be recognised structurally. I think it 1s important to acknowledge another
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possible reason for the non recognition of narratives could be that the stories being told arc

outside the cultural awareness of the analyst.

What I am proposing 1s that whole all of the transcript will be sioried, the majority of the
stories may be present in a fragmentary way, referred to rather than performed in their

entirety.

As a counsellor I often experience clients relating many stories in one session, bul [ am
equally tamiliar with the situation where a story can be months in the telling; the small part
of such long stortes I might get at any one time being a fragment of story, or narrative
fragment. In my work with sexual abuse survivors in particular | have identified over the
years many typical siories relating to the different aspects of recovery from abuse, which 1
hear over and over again from many different clients. Some of these stories are long term
stories, but increasingly I find I no longer have to wait for the months to pass in order to

find out which story 1s being told, I can recognise the story from a fragment.

This is a different process of story recognition from that which [ have described previously
in this chapter, this 1s identification of stories based on content, and is I believe the only
way to recognise fragmentary narrative, because, as I have described above structural
definitions do not allow identification of narrative fragments. The aspects of narrative that [
use for identifying my clients stories are content, both literal and metaphorical, and it is this
process that I have used for identifying the stories contained in my transcripts of

interviews/conversations with counsellors.

Davies & Harre (1990} use the idea of narrative fragments in their explanations of
positioning. According to Davies & Harre (1990} a lived autobiography, that is the process
whereby persons position and reposition themselves in talk, consists of a collection of

fragments of different stories.

Bennett (1983, as described in Cortazzi, 1993) studied teachers' story telling in the

staffroom. The teachers were recorded in conversation with each other in a group situation.



This study found that because of their shared huisiory, the teachers were often enacting a
type of solidarity ritual 1n their story telling, welling stories which were characteristically
crvpiic and fragmentary, with meanings which were designed 1o be accessible to msidors

only.

I have assumed some shared history with my participants 1n this research, as most of my
participants have been 11 my peer group for many years now, and I believe that it 1s this
sharcd history which enabled me to recognise some ot the siories contained in the
ranscnpts, even though they were present only m fragmentary form, referred 1o rather than
performed. In the next chapter I present the framework which I have used to assist me 1o

recoeinse narrative fragments in the content of the transcripts.
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Chapter Four: Presenting a model for identifying and analvsing stories.

For the purposes of analysis I combined all the transcripts mnto one text and henceforth
when I use the term text I am referring to the transcripts collectively. My reasons for doing
this invelve arguments from within both the modernist and the social constructiontst

epistemologies around self, individual and culture.

My first reason for combining the transcripts was because of a potential problem caused by
myself as imndividualistic researcher, choosing, as rescarch participants, persons who are
known to me. | acknowledge that | habitually think of myself and others in terms myself
and the other being autonomous individuals, 1n the traditional modernist view of the
individual. Part of this way of thinking 1s the tendency to atiempt to explain or characterise
peoples talk in tenns of their individual history. One of the consequences of my sampling
strategy 1s that [ knew stories from the history of my participants which were not referred to
in the transcripts, but which I believed could render me vulnerable to attempting to explain
mdividual narvative fragments in terms of what T knew of the history of the individual
speaker. It would have been counterproductive to my goal of sampling 'culture' to engage
with my participants talk on this individual level. While it may have been unlikely that 1
could entirely eliminate any tendency on my part to do this, I thought that it was important
to work 1in ways which would minmmise this analytic practise on my part. The new
participant which [ created by combining the transcripts was a participant which [ could not
attempt to explain in terms of any prior knowledge which I may have had about any one of

the individual participants.

I characterise the 1dea of a process by which individuals combine to produce the collective
1dentity as belonging the modernist or individualistic perspective, because tt is a concept
which gives primacy to the individual in the sense that the individuals create culture by

collectivising.
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The post modern or social constructionism perspective on the other hand, conceives of a
relationship between culture and individual which gives primacy to culture. As | described
im Chapter One, within the social construciionist perspective, what we ‘know’ of ourselves

and others is dependant on the constructions allowed us withio culture,

Parker (1990} describes the functional manifestatons of culture wlich allow {or the
construction of individuals as discourses, where a discourse is “a svstem of statements
which constructs an obicet” (Parker, 1990, p. 191} and which also contains subject
positions. “A discourse makes available a space, and 1L addresses us in a particular
way.. ... we cannot avoid the pereeptions of oursclves and others that discourses invile”

{Parker, 1990, p. 197).

Harre & Davies (1990) also acknowledge the way in which positioning constructs
individuals “An individual emerges through the processes of social interaction, not as a
relalively fixed end product but as one who s constituted and reconstituted through the
various digscursive praclises in which they participate. Accordingly, who one 1, 15 an open
ended question with a shifting answer depending upon the positions made available within

ones own and others discursive practices” (Flarre & Davies, 1990, p. 46).

According to this perspeclive then, there 1s no such thing as an individual who 1s outside of
or independent of culture, well, there may be, but we could not “know” of them.
Furthermore, even if we endeavour to conduct research at the level of the individual, we do
not in practisc achieve this, but what we do is study 18 @ manifestation of culture. Within
this viewpoint the object individual 1s constructed at the locus point which represents the
intersection of the various positioning influences or discursive practices which operate

within culture to construct a person at that place.

According to social constructionism [ am working at the level of culture regardless of
whether or not [ regard mysel{ as doing so, because ‘talk about being a counsellor’ that 1s,

what is said about counselling, is a product of culture. Thercfore from a social
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constructionist perspective combining the transcripts makes sense because they are all from

the same source.

The social constructionist perspective also reframes the goal of wanting to sample culture
into a goal of wanting to explore some aspects of how the object counsellor 1s constructed,
or to put it another way, to identify some of the positioning influences which operate upon

those spaces which counsellors occupy.

1 have here used modernist reasoning to arrive at a concept of culture and then applied
social constructionism ideas to theorise about the eperation of culture, a practical example
of the epistemic biculturalism or epistemic eclecticism which [ described in Chapter One. [
am aware that in attempting to work in this way I am departing from accepted reporting
conventions. I believe that the usual practise would be to state that I am adopting one of
these perspectives and then try as hard as I consciously could to speak enly from within that
perspective. However, as I discussed in Chapter One, irrespective of my desire to work
within the social constructionist paradigm, I do not believe that this s possible, without, at
the same time also working from within another non social constructionist paradigni, be
that envisaged as modernist, realist, empiricist or individualist. As I see if the abnormality |
am performing/producing here is not my epistemic duality per se, but my attempts to

acknowledge that,

The stories [ identify from the narrative fragments in the text are not the only stories
present. There were also narrative fragments that refer to other stories and some of these
stories are about the participant's personal lives. In identifying the stories that T have, and in
my silence on the stories [ do not identify, I am bound by my contract with the participants
which is evidenced by the information sheet and consent form. I contracted with my
participants, and they with me, that I would analyse stories about being a counsellor and
therefore 1 do not have permission under the consent process [ used to work with any other

stories which may be present in the text.



My first step towards getting a general sense of what was being said about being a
counsellor in the text was to engage with that material. To facilitate this process T asked a
question of the text, re-interviewing In a sense. I re-interviewed with the text representing
the sole participant, but now a participant culture, or fragment(s) of same. The first question
I asked of the text was "what makes a good counsellor?” My reading of the text produced a
huge number of responses to this question, covering a variety of different aspects of being a

counselior, which seemed to me to, loosely speaking, fall nto five different categories.

There were aspects of being a good counsellor which 1 read as being related to workplace
issues and relationship to work generally and there were aspects of being a good counsellor
which were related to professionalism and to the performance of the counsellor. Other
descriptions of the good counsellor referred to the more intangible aspects of being a
counsellor, notably quality of relationship, and the biggest category of responses were those

addressing the issue of personhood, that 1s, being a particular type of person.

I found my interest was drawn to what appeared to be an inconsistency or incongruency
between the descriptions of the good counsellor which related to professionalism and those
which referred to the more intangible aspects of being a counsellor, in particular the
relationship aspect of being a counsellor. Experiencing this mconsistency and exploring the
meanings of that for myself as reader and analyst represents the next stage of my

engagement with the text.

My reading of the text was that the relationship between the counsellor and client was
regarded as betng of pivotal nnportance to the process of counselling, as llustrated by
Extract 7 “J grew to learn that @t didn’t matter what intervention you used ... as long as you
had a good solid....relationship with your client”. Extract § also speaks to the importance
of the relationship between counsellor and client ranking it as “the most important thing”

and placing it “above any theory”.

In contrast to this in Extract 3, safety in counselling is presented as being a product of

tertiary education “it was actually a safe place to get counselling, because we were all well
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tratned....we all had (o go through Massey, or Canterbury or Waikato or Auckland . The
nmnportance of tertiary training is also described in Extract @ “f do believe in people having
a level of qualification ... (and the raining).... shouldn’t be just an cight month
certificated . 1 found myself asking, how could a counsellor who placed relationship above

all else condemn as unsafe, or not ‘proper’ a counsellor who had not done (enough) tertiary

.y 217 1 ‘)
training:

It occurred to me that I may have experienced an inconsistency here because, as I had asked
a single question of the text, (what makes a good counsellor?) I was expecting a single
answer, or 4 single story. | also wondered if experiencing a lack of consistency was an
artefact of using the categorisation process, because it also seemed to me that because 1 had
asked a single question, I was now assuming that [ was a single questioner, speaking only
from one position. Categorisation is a process which only recognises unitary realities. I
remembered back to when I had been doing the interviews. It had surprised me when 1ssues
to do with the importance of training had come up. This was not something wlnch was
usually talked about in my discussions with my peers. I had thought at the time that this
was an indication that myself and my participants were now in a different space, differently
positioned. I had thought that because T was interviewing for research and there was a tape
running, that 'society at large' was present in the interaction in a way it was not usually in
my conversations with peers. It now seemed to me that this was so, and I had in effect been
(at least) two questioners, and in my engagement with the text I was reading responses
given simultaneously to two different audiences, from a simgle reading position, and this
was what had given me my experience of inconsistency in the responses. Experience of
inconsistency here being reframed as failure to acknowledge multiplicity of reading
position. It seemed likely to me then, that as there was more than one audience involved,
there was more than one story being told about what makes a good counsellor, that there

were probably several different stories involved here.

As with my arguments around reasons for combining the transcripts, here T réad my process

as being one of starting from a non constructionist perspective and then finding that 1



needed to utilise social constructiomist ideas as well, i order to make sense of my own

Process.

When I identified that the responses to the question ‘what makes a good counsellor?” most
likely contained references to a number of different stories [ had an immediate sense of
knowing where was and feeling at home. I realised at that point thal T had constructed a
rescarch process which had many parallels with one ou one counselling, the text
representing a symbolic chient, or client culture in this instance. [ ask questions of my
clients and | frequently get a bewildering array of responscs. In my work over the vears 1

have developed a content based framework that [ usc to make sense of chents stoncs.

‘This framework 1s based on the 1dea that persons have a muitiplicity of sclves and the
nature of those selves is determined by the posilions they take up or arc given in whatever
storvline, or narrative 1s salientl w the curent interaction (Davies & Harre, 1990). Tn my
counseliing work T have identified three main types of story which position clients as
different selves duning counseiting. 1 call these three narratives 'the story as presented’, the
uniold story' and 'the untellable story'. Because of the paraliels [ saw between my research
process and my counselling process, [ deaded to use the framework which I use
counselling to make sense of the stories present in the wext. Betore [ embark upon that
analvsis, I shall iHlustrate how the concept of the three co-existing narratives works by
presenting a generalised cxample from my counselling work. The counselling situation |
use in this example is the situation where women attend counselling on their own, wanting
to address issues in refationship with thetr beterosexual partner: not an uncommon situation
in my expericnce. This 1s the counselling situation where lead to me developing this

iramework to asgist me with malking scnse of clients' stories.

The fivst story that T idenfy from the talk of clients in this situation, the story as prescnted,
1s usually a self depreciating tale about the rightness of their partner’s position and the

pathology of their own. In this phasc of establishing the counselling relationship the clients
may say things like "he's a fovely man” or "we have a perfect relationship really”™ or "I don't

want 1o lose him because of some silly reaction 1 have” and "I know ['m being
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unrecasonable” and "there must be something wrong with me" and "I need to get myself
sorted out". As the stories continue the woman's unreasonableness can later be described as
something like "my sex drive 1s too low" or "I get upset just because he wants to go out
without me" or, about an affair, "why can't | forget and forgive and move on, it's been three
months now" or "he says its not normal for me to want to spend time with my friends and

family now that I am maried".

The story as presented 1n this counsclling scenario 1 see as being part of a good father bad
child narrative, a reflection of the symbolic/imaginery or male-adult/female-child narrative
of heterosexual relations which is domtinant in patriarchal society {Grosz, 1999). When as a
counselior 1 do not support my client’s construction of herself as a bad child, the clients talk
can shift to being less about her badness and more about justifying her feelings and
behaviour, and we move into the untold story, the story of her experience in the

relationship.

In the untold story phase of the counselling process the clients may say things like "he's not
perfect” or "I think he should come to counselling toe" or "1 shouldn’t have to have sex
every time he wants it, should [7" or "how can I move on when I am st1ll hurting” or "my
friends and family are important to me". [ call these types of stories untold because,
although they exist in the counselling room, they have not yvet been told at home. In this
counselling scenario the untold story is a type of bad father/good child narrative, which
although it may appear to be the opposite to the story as presented, and to challenge
patritarchal authority in heterosexual relations, pesitions the male partner in the same way,

as the story as presented, but constructs him as performing differently within that position.

The next phase of counselling with clients in this situation often involves the client
choosing to tell the untold story to their partner, in the belief that he will listen, will hear
her reality and change, and therefore the problem would be solved. However, in most of the
cases [ have been involved with the telling of the untold story at home does not have this

outcome 8o desired by the client. The woman speaking her reality can be taken, by her
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yartner, as further evidence of the woman's patholooy, (as well as, sometimes, evidence of
1 ; £ .

the risks involved in allowing one’s wife (o go to counselling).

Sometimes women can become disillusioned with the counselling process at this slage and
give up, but, if they choose 1o continue, a third story 15 added to the lavers of her
understanding of the relationship, and that is the unteltable story. The untetlable story in
the cxample scenario [ am using here begins with tales about hard times 1n bis past, and
then aocs on fo deseribe his defences against his [celings, his valnerabilily and his
dependence on her strength. The women may say things like "if if weren't for me we would
have no {riends ar all" or "he 1s lotally hopeless in the kitchen and scared stiff of changing a
nappy™ or "I think he is actually finghtened that I will leave him and that he will be on his
own, because he simply wouldn't cope” or "1 have to worry about his feelings all the time, 1
have to be the strong one” or "he's the one who really needs counselling, but he would

never go'.

This third story I read as bemng a type of good mother/sick child narrative, the story about
her strength in the relationship. [ call this story untellable because the women invariably
choose to not tell this story to their partners. They may tell this story to women frends or
women [amily members but are usually really resistant to the idea of telling this slory at
home. The untellable story seems 10 be for women's cars only. When questioned about the
1dea of telling this story at home the women may say things like "no, 1 couldn't possibly
talk to him about this” or "he would never undersiand i a nuilion vears” or "he just docsn't

think about relationships 1n that way™.

Regardless of this stance taken by the client, 1t is my experience that, even though the
untellable story camnot be 1old, it does speak, eventually, in subtly but significant different
feelings and behaviours as the client begins to Bve the complexity of her new

understandings of herself in relationship with others, including her pariner.

[ have pondered at Tength over the vears about the reasons why the unteliable in this

scenano seems to be confined to the seerct socicty of women, and the answers [ have come
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up with are, probably, like the three stories | have deseribed, layered and co-existing. There
are three main types of reason which have suggested themselves 1o 1me, that the untellable is
restricted to protect her/women, to protect him/men, or lastly and most significantly, to
protect the system, patriarchal society. I think that the protective function for men infeired
here is self evident, the untellable siory is the story of the weakness and vulnerability of the
masculine. There are aspects of the protection function(s} for women and for patriarchal
society, however, which are not so self evident, therefore what follows is some explanation
of how [ see the restriction of the untellable working in this way, for the protection of

women and society generally.

The reason I sec the untellable as being a possible threat to the fabric of patriarchal society
1s not because of the content of the story itself when considered in isolation, but because of
the relationship of the content of this story to the other two stories that it co-exists with,
Patriarchal society is based on systems of thought characterised by binary logic, that type of
either or thinking which forces dichotomous choices. Cur language is infused with
language features known as binary oppositions, or dualisms (also known as oppositional
pairings) which camry an implicit either/or value judgement. Good/bad is an example of a
binary opposition, light/dark, up/down, man/woman and mind/body are other examples.
The two terms in a binary opposition are hierarchically ordered with the first term being
dominant or privileged over the second. This is the type of thinking which dominates
Western culture "the Western logic of identity 1s the logic of either/or" (Sampson, 1983, p.

153).

1t seems to me that binary logic could cope with the story as presented and the untold story
in my example scenario, not in the multi-layered perspective of a social constructionist
counsellor, but in the characteristically patriarchal way of simiply making a dichiotomous
choice, 'he is either a good father or a bad father, make your choice, you can't have it both
ways'". I believe that the idea of such a choice 18 not intrinsically threatening to women,
perhaps because it would not be particularly relevant to women, either way, the women are
in the sanie position. However, [ think that the idea of a choice being made between the

untold story and the untellable story does contain some real threats.
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If binary logic 1s the reasoning we are using, then women may have their oppression
acknowledged, (the untold story), but at the cost of disowning their strength, (the untcllable
story). Or, on the other hand women may have their strengths recogused but no longer be
able to speak of their oppression. Both these outcomes could be seriously disadvantageous
to women. The reality I hear in stories of my women clients, the reality | perceive, is that
women are both strong and oppressed, and this is the reality which is delimited. | do not
know if this 1s because of the fear that speaking a dual reality in a monistic culture
(Hekman, 1987) can only ever result in one of those realities being discounted, attacked,
possibly destroyed, or because the risk 1s that dual reality might actually be accepted. The
untellable aspect of the third story then, is not so much the threat posed bv it’s content,
although that is a threat on it’s own too, but more important however is the threat posed by
the possibility that the untellable story co-exists with the unteld, the dual reality that
women are both oppressed and strong, no either/or to be entertained, no dichotomous

choice to be forced here, and this is a situation with which binary logic cannot cope.

The untellable story when added to the other two stories then has the power, potentially, to
deconstruct the whole system of binary logic and the language system which is structured
upon that. Some ferminists may argue that this would not be a bad thin @, in that primary site
of women’s oppression in our culture is the Jangnage and the binary oppositions contained
therein (Scllers, 1994). However, it 18 always a scary venture to propose doing away with
something when one has no idea what might replace it. Both these sentiments, the desire to
change and the fear of the unknown, are expressed in the writing of Helene Cixous, ‘“Now
it has become rather urgent to question this sclidarity between logocentrism and
phallocentrism. . ..to threaten the stability of the masculine structure (the binary opposition)
....by conjuring up from femininity the reflections and hypotheses that are necessarily
ruinous for the stronghold still in possession of authority” and “What would happen to
logocentrism, to the great philosophical systems, to the order of the world in general if the
rock npon which they founded this church should crumble? ... all the history, all the stories
would be there to retell differently; the future would be incalculable; the historic forces

would and will change hands and change body- another thonght which is yet unthinkable-
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will transtorm the functioning of all society” (Helene Cixous, cited m Sellers, 1994, p. 39-

40).

By restricting the circulation of untellable story the women are refraining from putting
patriarchal society and binary logic to the test, thereby protecting the system, while at the
same time keeping alive the dual nature of their reality and keeping alive the possibility that

one day this dual reality may be able to be safely spoken 1n society at large.

In summary then I am proposing that for every story as presented there 1s an untold story
which could be seen as being in binary oppesition fo the story as presented, but which may
not actually be so, and there also exists a third stery, the untellable story, which may be in
binary opposition to the other stories. I further propose that the untellable story may
potentially pose a threat to both the teller and society at large, resulting in restricted

circulation of that story.

In Chapter Five [ identify and describe the 'story as presented’, or the first story which
spoke to e In my engagement with the text. The next story I identified, the 'untold story' is
presented i Chapter Six and in Chapter Seven | complete the trilogy with my analysis of

the 'untellable story' of the counsellor.



Chapter 5: The Story as Presented

My engagement with the text differs from my engagement with the counselling clients in
my example in that the text was produced by a number of single sessions, and thercfore the
text, in that sense, using the counselling analopy, represents material gathered from the
early stages of the counsclimg process. For this reason I believe that it 1s [ikely that the
story as presented will dominate the text, although Iwould expect the untold story to be
easilv discernible as well, and perhaps that the unteliable story might be present by
trplication only.

Identifving the story as presented, the first story to speak 1o me from the text, was a process
which emerged as [ moved to the next Jevel of my engagemnent with the text. I was curious
about the scnse of Inconsistency [ had cxperienced on first reading, and the idea of more
than one audience being addressed 1 the descriptions ot the good counsellor, which |
described 1n Chapter Four. Inconsistency was the name [ gave to my cxperience as reader
and 1T wondcered about the expericnce of the narrator m this situation, and what might be an
appropriate name to give to that experience. Did the counsellor experience any conflict with
respect to the different faceis of the good counsellor? The next question I asked of the text
was then, was “did the counsellor experience any conflict/contradictions with respect 1o the

diverse characteristics of the good counsellor?”

My reading of the text was that the counsellor did not have that sense of inconsistency
which I had experienced. 1 read the majority of the references to aspects of the good
counsellor as being directed to the in-group audience, counsellor to counsellor, but some of
the talk about the good counsellor, the references 1o professionalism in particular, were by
my reading, directed al a different audience, that is, society at large. Recoenising this
feature of the counsellors talk enabled me to make sense of the difference from the
counsellors point of view, not as aninconsistency, which was my expernence as reader, but
as a type of survival strategy, playing both sides 1o get by in the imper{ect world, (a bit Like
a child whose parents have separated). [ decided that this represented the first story, the

story as presented and [ called it the story of the counscllor as double agent.



[ read the counsellor as double agent as having a behiel i the desirability of travning and
gualifications and having a good theoretical background. The counsellor as double agent
then goes on (o gain experience and alter attaining a certain level of experience to achieve a
realisation that engagement and quality of relationship are more inportant than theoretical
orientation or modality and that training and qualifications do not necessarily guarantee the
presence of this quality of relating. The counsellor as double agent promotes the importance
of relationship like a badge of experience, but docs not let go of any status achieved

through training and gualifications. The relationship badge is recognised by other
counscllors and some clients, whereas the status of traiming and qualifications is recognised

by socicty at large.

The story of the counscllor as double agent is able Lo be read by combining narrative
fragmentg, by reading the narvative fragments about valulng aspects of professionalism,
training, qualifications and supervision, together with narratrve fragments about valuing
relationship. Some of these narrative fragments are prescitted below. To identify narrative
frapments about aspects of professionalism | re-engaged with the text by saving to the text

‘talk to me about training and gualificanions’, and marking out those scctions of the text

which spoke to me in response.

Narrative frasments about valuing aspects of professionalism.

Extract One - fincs 83710 911

P I leamt an awful ot through supervision, it was a valuable tool for me,
and then realised that, um, T could sort of de counselling as in you know
motivational mterviewing, and that kind of thing, but that I still didn’t
have anvthing to base a theory on to work at a decper level, and [ liked

ihe kind of simple 1dea of TA, that vou could relate it to people

1 minumn
P so that was when [ decided to do the training
I veah

p and um, yeah, L, 1t really quite excites me you know
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In this narrative fragment 1 read the counscllor as laying claim to the status assoclated with
professionalism n three ways, firstly, by making reference to having supervision. Inny
experience counseliors who have supervision are very wary of counsellors who do not,
assuming such counsellors to be amateurish and unsate. Most counsellors these davs do
have independent clinical supervision and certaiaty all counseliors who belong to an ethical
body, New Zealand Association of Counscllors for example, are required to have
supervision in place in order o oblain and mamtain memberstup. Not all counsellors have
supervisors though, making ths au casy criteria for counseliors to targel when they want (o

distinguish themselves as being professional.

The sccond clarm 1o proicssional status made 1n this extract 18 about working at a deeper
level, Like the reference to supervision, [ sec this as bemg part of a process of
distinguishing serious, proper counsellors from the not so professional or amateurish
counsellors. My reading of counselling culture generally, as | experience it iy my work, Is
that there 1s a thread of psychoanalyvtical romanticism which runs through it, a namrative
which assumes a hidden intenior to the psyche. According to Misra {1993) God 1s only onc
who cap sce mto the depths of the romantic psyche, and 1 think that this positions those
who 1y to, 1. psychoanalylical therapists, or counscllors working 1n this style, as secking
to be god-like, and the deeper one can read into the psvche of others the more god like one

hecomes.

The third claim to professional status made in this extract is in the reference to training and
the naming of a modality. In my experience counsellors who have completed a recognised
tertiary qualification, name that qualification as their training and do not necessarily unpack
what that trammg involved. Counsellors who have recetved traming whach did not or has
not yvet produced an identifiable qualification tend to describe what that the training was,
the modalitics, what they learnt, as opposed to the name It was given when it was all over.

Extract One refers to training as fearning rather than training as qualification.

Extract One ends with the counsclior describing another of the qualities of the good

counsellor, that 18, that she cnjoys the learning. To take pleasure m learning 1s not part of



~3
5N

bemp a professional and [ read this reference as being an acknowledgement that 1n the talk
around professional 1ssues the counscllor had in a sense moved away from the counsellor (o
counsellor interaction, and she has now rctumed, she 1s back. [ sec this as part of the

“keeping two balls m the air’ performance ol the counscllor as double agent.

Extract Two continues the theme of iralning as leamning, namimg modalitics rather than

qualifications.

Extract Two - lines 74a to 1014

P well, um, in the beginning Carl Rogers was quitc 1o, and algo the 1dea that
if you were Rogerian you would do less harm
1 veah
P and so, um, that seemed quite a comforting way
i [
D to proceed, and um, there were other names like Carkhufi and Hailey and then

there were people who wrote paper backs like Fritz Perls and wm the man whosc
name has escaped me, but he did the TA ornigins

1 Lric Berne?

p yeah, that’s 1t, wn there were those sorts of 1deas floating 1n bul very much the
Rogerian reflecting, mirroring, respectful, wn can’t think of the word exactly but
there was respectful listeming and unconditional regard for the chent

1 ML

P ves

1 1 think they called 1t chent centred, did they?

P ves, ves they did, thank you, 1t was client centered

1 1t was about following and bemg with?

p ves

1 following and being with

P yes, which even now is not a bad starting point

1 ves

p well T mean 1ts not a bad fintshing point too, but 1 mean if you arc
nol able to be there then [ don’t know where vou can be

1 yeah, mom

P I don’t know where vou can be

1 MM

P so | fook back fondly on that original

i i

p on that basic tramning, 1t was, 1t was very good and | have come to

appreciale iL even more as times gone on
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I this extract the counsellor begins by naming authors who were associated with particular
ntodalities in her training, (traning as name dropping), and then goes on to describe the

[earning.

This extract ends with an interesting statement where the counsellor both values and
devalues the tratnme she has described. The training was “basic” and the sort one would
“look back fondly on” and she has “come to appreciale U ever more” meanmg she did not
always appreciate it so much. I read this as being an acknowledgement of the different
status given to traning as learning, as opposed to traming as qualifications. The training as
fearmng cannot simply be valued, becanse 1t has tower status, thercfore it must be valued
and devalued at the same time, The next two extracts illustrate the training as gualifications

aspect of professionalism,

Extract Three - lines 42¢ to 48¢
P and it was actually a safc place to get counselling, because we were all well
iraincd, we all went to, um, well that’s assuming the wversity courses were
any good
1 MM
D but 1 think on the whole they were, and we all had to go through Masscy or
Canterbury or Waikato or Auckland, we were commitied, we had to do 1t,
1f we wanted to work i the department
1 mn1
P and so um, 1t was an opportunity, Finean, ! felt it was great
In Extract Three client safely 1s presented as being a product of tertiary traming. This
cxtract contains 4 reference 1o university courses and four universities are named, but there
18 no descrption of learning. The tertiary gualifications label is assumed to speak for itself

and I read this as being an indication of the higher status given {o tertiary qualifications.

The use of the phrase “well that’s if the university courses were any good " In this extract is
an interesting device which [ read as giving the appearance of being open to debate the
quality of such courses, but actually working to suppress any such debate. The debate 1s
suppressed here hecause the only mformation given about the courses is that they woere

“wniversify”, which s a high status descriptor, almost always used as a positive
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endorsement, [f the (apparent) invitation to debate the quality of the courses was genuine
this possibility would need to have been supported by the use of at least one negative
descriptor, as well as “university ", or altematively, the use of other more neutral terms.
Extract Three ends with the counsellor reinforcing the value of tertiary qualifications by
inferring that they are not only better, safer, for the clients, but that it was good for her also,

to do that training.

In Extract Four the counsellor is talking about her experience of getting a degree and unlike
Extract Three she does unpack the qualification a little, talking about a specific type of

learning which she believes needs to be included in counsellor training,

Extract Four - lines 103cto 119¢

P but I, I do believe in people having a level of qualification, whether it be
for ACC or NZAC, T think there has to be some rigorous on going debate,
about that, 1 they are going to lower

1 mmum
P the criteria, for counsellors to be ACC accredited, or NZAC, T think there

has to be a point at which people say, no, you have to achicve this level
1 minm, yeah, mmm

P and I guess I feel this way because [ have worked really hard to get this,
it didn’t come easy

1 minm

p to get where [ am, 1 didn’t find it an easy process, 1t’s taken me a long time,
it’s taken many, many years

1 mmm

D so I guess 1 hold true to that, really, and | believe that, um, counselling

shouldn’t be just g, erght month certificated, um, um, [ am not meaning

to be disrespectful or anything, but I just think that it needs to be something
quite 11gorous where you are put through some personal, have to do some
personal work

1 nmm
P and you have to do lots of thungs before you can say ‘yes, [ am a
counsellor’

In Extract Four the counsellor goes through a process of boundary setting, or cutting off,
delineating, about who should be allowed into the in-group of proper counsellors. In the
first instance the counsellor uses NZAC and ACC criteria to represent the boundary and the

counsellor expresses concern about the criteria being lowered. The second line which is
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drawn is aboui duration of tertiary traimng, the training should take vears and not just be an
“eight month certificated”. The last criteria presented for sorting oul the properly trained

from the less properly tramed s the requirement to do “personal work™.

The reference to personal work in Extract Four and the final statement about having to do
“lots of things” in order to be able to call vourself a counsellor [ read as a return 1o the
counsellor to counsellor interaction, as in Extract One. [ read this ‘returning’ as a form of
acknowledging the ‘otherness’ of the talk about professionalism. Ii's as 1f the counscllor
were saving, ‘I have been away bul now [ am back’™. Another way of describing this would
be to say that on issues of training, society al large 15 addressed fivst, and then the in-group.
[ see this ordering as reflecting the relationship which 15 expenienced by the counsellor as
having the ereater power, in this issue, and i1 1s definitely the relationship to society at

farge.

The fow narrative fragments about valuing training and qualifications, demonstrate that
therc are a nuawber of different reasons given for valumg traming and qualifications.
Interestingly, there were no narrative fragments referring {o training and qualifications
being of value because they enabled one to more easily obtain NZAC membership, or ACC
or Family Court accredilation, or becausce they enabled a counsellor to got more clients or

make more money.

1 do think that these reasons exist, in the culture that T sampled, and [ wonder it in this
instance, the silence of the text on these reasons was a demonstration of some resistance to
the power that the relationship to sociely at [arge has on this 1ssue (Foucauli, 1995).
Another possible explanation is that the counsellors arc resisting but also colinding with
tratning institutions and regulatory authorities 1 promoting a particular inferpretation of
what 1t is that tralning and qualifications have 1o offer. Although there are a couple of
references 1o benefits to the counsellor from training, mostly | read these extracts as
inferring that it s the clients who bencfit from counscllor trainmg. There 18 a missing

dialogue here about bencfits to the counsellor.



There 15 also a nussing dialogue about the benchils to traming mstitutions and regulatory
authortties themselves. There 1s one reference in the text to the benefits 1o training
mstitutions, m that they make their living by selling traming provision, so would most
naturally consider that ali counsellors should buy some. However, there 15 not one single
reference to the benctits o regulatory authorities, representing the state, and from a
Foucauldian perspective, this could be an indication of where power 1s being exercised
frony, that is, from the direction of the silence. According to Foucault {1995) the domiznant
discouwrses mask the operations of power rather than desceribe them. It scems to me that
reculatory authorities, waiming institubions and counscllors also to a lesser extent, are all
colluding in promoting training and qualifications as being necessary for client safety, T am
well aware from my own experience of working as & counsellor that the use of the client
safetv discourse renders counscllors quite powerless to resist whatever requirements arc
attached to ‘client safety’. One can’t argue with ‘safety’. It scems to me that the power
operations masked by the client safety discourse are those whereby regulatory authorities
excrcise power, 1 this instance through layers of agents, the traimmg institutions and
counscliors. According to Rose (1989} the object of disciplinary operations of this tvpe 13
the individual members of the society. This analysis positions counsellors as intermediary
in the exercise of diserplinary power, the powerlessness of counsellors being a necessary
pari of controlling therr service delivery, i order to control the individual members of

society.

I consider the analysis of Rose (1989) to paint a rather depressing picture of the role that
the ‘gaze of the psychologist’ plays in the disciphinary society. T do not like to think of
members of my profession being parl of the systems of control of individuals which Rose
(1989} describes. However, T acknowledge that the extracts relating to traiming and
gualifications do reflect some homage being given, some obedience being shown to the
authority of training and qualificatzons, and I read this as being evidence of the operations
ofthe client safely discourse, that discourse which has the power to make counsellors

afraid, and therefore obedient.
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At this point, as analyst, | am ready to begin addressing the other side of the counsellor as
double agent, and I also experience myself, as a counsellor, feeling a real need to do this. It
1s as 1f what has been told of the story so far 1s a picture of an unsustainable process, that,
this much of the story, alone, does not explain why people work in the profession, not only
work in 1t, but stay in 1t and feel committed and passicnate about their work. The thought
occurs 1o me, and 1t 15 not a particularly welcome one, that the culture of valuing
relationship above all else may be a successtul device of resistance which repositions
counsellors outside the disciplinary operations described by Rose (1989), and/or it also
might be a self soothing device which counsellors use to enable them to do the work despite

being a pawn in the power games of the disciplinary society.

Narrative fragments valuing relationshin.

Extract Five begins with an illustration of valuing the human qualities of the counsellor by

reference to the learning which occurs outside training.

Extract Five - lines 176a to 203a

P and that’s really what got me there in the first place, was finding my own
inadequacy 1n that way

1 mimm

P and wanting to develop that ability to do that, um, also not just the counselling,
but I thought 1t was a quality that as humans

1 mimim

P that was desirable

1 mmm

P so it wasn’t just to do with that, it was to do with my whole being, and who
Twanted to be, really, so

1 did you learn that thing from the training you were given or from the
experience of doing the work?

P I think 1t was the experience of doing the work

1 mmm

P if you were supported

Here the counsellor refers to leaming to be a better human, with her “whole being” and
about this learning coming from doing the worl rather than her training, inferring a process

of maturation with experience. Extract Four ends with the counsellor referring to another
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aspect of relationship in counselling, not the relationship between counsellor and client but
the relationship between counsellor and employer, or supervisor or peers. | read the
counsellor here as saying that just like clients, counsellors need the right sort of relationship

environment in order 1o be able to learn and change.

In the next section of Extract Five the counsellor goes on to describe one way in which her
training did contribute to her leaming and this 15 a type of learning I'm1 assumning was

unintentional on the part of the trainer, a learning which came from her own experience of

and analysis of the relationship between trainer and trainee.

P I, I think it was both, I think it was about being allowed to have the cxperience
and aiso being alongside, like in training, people who had an idea about what
1t was about and modelled those, um, those qualities, and um, wm, 1t’s
interesting because over all the trainmg people that 1 have cver come across
there are people who have been positive models and there are people who
have been negative models

1 mnm

P [ mean, 1t’s mteresting because sometimes you get, I think in the past, someone
who can put across a theory, good, um, style or theory of ideas, and then you
realise that 1t doesn’t actually match up with their way of being

1 muoim?

P m the session, and um, that’s informative as well, it’s just as informing
n a way

i 50, someone in a sense has a theory or has a technique or something,
but is,

P 18 not congruent, ves

i it doesn’t fit with the process

P muum

1 gets i the way of engagement?

p veah

1 mram

P yes, actually and that is part of the learning as well

Extract Five introduces the idea of the importance of relationship, and makes reference to
ways in which relationship can fail, within the context of the counsellors relationships with
trainers. The rest of the extracts in this section bring that relationship focus to the client
counsellor interaction. Extract Six refers to the counsellor leaming about the importance of

the person n the counsellor and also the idea of maturation.
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Fxtract 51x — Lines b143 io b33

o oooh, (laughs) the things [ thought | needed to fearn, 1 the beginning |
didn’t know what ] needed to learn

1 mm

P I just oot into it

i mm

P I started 1o realise that it was about beinp authentic

] mmm

g aboul knowing who vou arc, so as | developed the counsellor me so 1
developed as a person, it was a kind of paralle] leamung

i mmm

P I'm not surc that | have arrived, but (laughs) 1ts much more, wm 1t5

a much better space

In Extract Six the counsellor makes a very clear statement about the tmportance of
relationship and also refers 1o the process of matwration referred to 1n previous extracts.

In Ixiract Two the counsellor talked about the humanist approaches of authors like Carl
Rogers. In this extract | read the counsellor as ‘doing’ the humamst approach, vather than
talking about it, by the value being placed on being authentic. Being authentic or congruent
1 the humantst tradition was something which people were able to do as a result of
successfully “working at decper tevels” with themselves. Although being authentic 1s about
possessing a quality of relating. 11 15 also a statement about status. The status associated
with being authentic 18 about recognition of ones own personal growth, which is a different
type of status from the psychodynamic status associated with being able 1o read the depths

of another’s psyche.
Exlract Seven also refers to the importance of relationship and the process of mataration.

Iixtract Seven - lines 239¢ to 255¢g

P well T think creating a relationship 1s the primary, creating a good irusting,
relationship, it can’t be an equat relationship

1 mnun

P because they are coming to you, so building up confidence and 1 found that um

{Interruption by soincone coming into the room)

p um, so | think when I started T {elt much more anxious about um, not using,

you know theoretical stuff and 1, after the person had gone I would think,
oh god, [ should bave done this or I should have done that, T think as [ got
more experienced, this was 1w my private practise



i mnim

P I actually worried about it less and less, um, [ think 1 grew to learn that it
actually didn’t matter what intervention you used

] nnm

P as long as you had a good solid

) mm

P had a good relationship with your client, and, to be sensitive to the fact that

thev needed to taik and that keeping them on track about what they needed
10 talk about that, was the most important thing
In Extract Seven the counsellor while valuing relationship also makes reference to
mtervention, the application of a particular theoretical model. The counselior here

suggesting that prior to her 'maturation' as a counsellor she had valued modality more but

now sees it ag being of secondary importance.

In Extract Eight continues the theme of ranking relationship with respect to modality.

Extract Eight — lines 421d 10 427d

1 do you think relationship, like where would vou put relationship?
in terms of all the different things that are important for counselling
to work, if you were going to rank 1t in priority?

P the relationship between counsellor and client?

1 yes

8 I would probably put it, above any theory

1 righit?

P you know, I think, I would probably put that as the most important thing

between a client and a counsellor.

In Extract Eight the counsellor 1s saying that not only relationship is important but that it is
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“the most important thing between a client and a counsellor”, “above any theory”.
Extract Nine takes this progression a step further suggesting that relationship as an

alternative to theory, rather than an adjunct.

Extract Nine — lines g272 to g279
P but [ know, that 1f you built a relationship with your client, a good relationship,
a good trusting relationship, where they felt safe, and you felt, safe

1 mmm
p and there was a bit of humour in it

1 minm



P a bit of hightness, um that 1t seemed to work better than all the theoretical

stuffin the world

I read “theorvetical stuff™ here as being cquivalent to modality, bemg parl of the non
relationship aspect of the client counsellor interaction, I read refercncee to intervention as
having the same meaning. In terms of the disciplinary svstem of power referred to by Rose
(1989) [ view theory, modality and inlervention as, potentally, being devices for the
exercise of power over the individual. However, 1 do not think that all modalitics would
lend themselves equally well to this parpose, and 'm thinking here of the relationship
based modalities, for example Rogerian client centred counselling. [ do not think that
Rogenan client centred counseliing wounld function as effcctively as other modalities as a
device for the control of individuals, because 1018 not based on a structural model of the
psyche, but on relationship. That 18 not to say that the relationship between counsellor and
client could not function as a device for the exercise of disciplimary power. In saying that
theory, modalily and interveniion are more likely to be disciplinary devices | am aware that
[ am making an assumption about the nature of the relationship. The assumption I am
making here 15 that the relationship 15 both respectful and empowering with respect to the

chent.

The next extracts contimue the theme of the importance of relationship and also mtroduce

the 1dea that not everyone recognises the tmportance of relationship the way counsellors do.

Fadract Ten - lines 339d to 379d

1 do vou think that it 18 possible to have all the boxes ficked comrectly
and not be doing a good joh?

D absolutely (laughs)

3 (laughs)

P absolutely

1 0, so, lhere 15 this part of counselling, that can’t be measured, um, or
counted, that 15 mportant, If vou haven’t got 1t the jobs not dong?

D mmm

1 it's almost like 1t°s invisible?

P well, well, that’s right, well [ spose, veah 1t is kind of like it’s invisible

and the onlv one actually that will know that it’s not invistbic, 1s the
client, and the counsellor
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1 yeah

P and ! think a lot of that has to do with, has nothing to do with the
actual process, [ think 1t’s the connection between

1 veah

P the counsellor and the client

i yeah

P and it’s the relationship that [ think changes the whole, um aspect
of counselling

1 mmn, yeah so its about the relationship?

P nimm

i that’s the bit that can't be counted?

P yeah, no theres no tick box for that.

In Extract Ten the counsellor beging by placing relationship as being outside of the
accountability process, as being not captured by the measurements of counsellors
performed by regulatory authorities. The counsellor then goes on to describe the
importance of the part played by relationship in counselling as being a sort of secret
between client and counsellor, “its invisible and the only ones actually that will know that
it’s not invisible, is the client and the counsellor”. Again at the end of the extract the

counsellor describes relationship as being excluded from the accountability process “there's

no tick box for that”,

[ read this extract as implicitly expressing a concern about 'the system' not acknowledging
the value or even the existence of the relationship aspect of counselling. The counsellor
refers to the 'Invisibility' of the 'connection' which [ read as saying that the connection is
invisible to the system, but not the counsellor and the client. It seems to me that the
counsellors concerns here could be referencing a number of different issues inciuding the
possibility of parallels to abuse, if invisibility 1s read as being the same as secrecy, and also
the issue of conflict between psychodynamic and behavioural constructions of the self, if
denial of relationship is read as being the same as denial of the intangible aspects of self or
the inmer person. I one reads dental of relationship in this way then there are other issucs

which arise to do with the consequences for the counsellor of the selective and strategic use

of behaviouristic constructions.



But firstly to look at the 1ssue of possible parallels to abuse, if invisibility is read as
meaning the same as secrecy. As a sexual abuse counsellor I tend to regard 'secrecy’ as a
possible indication of abuse, that 1s to say, [ am very suspicious of secrets, What abuse
scenarios could be constructed around the process of counselling? [ read Extract Ten as
saying that according to the system 'the connection' is the thing which 1s not supposed to
happen, therefore could 'the connection' be the abuse? If connection was frowned upon, and
counsellors were constructed as coercing or manipulating clients into connecting, or
'erooming’ them into accepting connection in the absence of explicit consent, then there are
clear parallels to sexual abuse in that construction. In this scenario the client is constructed

as the victim, the counsellor the abuser and the system 'the others' who do not know.

Reflecting on why the system would deem that connection was not supposed to happen
suggests other scenarios. If the connection is not supposed to happen because the system
wanted to prevent horizontal communication, i.e. communication which excludes the
hierarchy, then the system would be the abuser, attempting to isolate and disempower both
clients and counsellors. In this scenario, connection is possibly secret because it 1s
outlawed, a subversive activity by persons seeking to resist hierarchical power and control.
Another scenario could be that connection 18 not supposed to happen because the system
needs to construct counselling as a behaviourist enterprise. The ‘abuse' in this instance

could be construed as the 'killing' of the inner person.

This brings me to the 1ssues around use of behaviouristic and psychoanalytical
constructions, which arise if denial of relationship is read as denial of the inner person. I
have elsewhere referred to the humanist/psychoanalytical basis to much of the training
described by the counsellor. There are important differences between the humanist and
psychoanalytical positions but they both construct the self as having inner depth, a deeper
level, which, at least partially, determines behaviour. The self constructed by behaviourism,
the Skinnerian self (Le francois, 1995), has no inner person, has only behaviour, and that
behaviour is governed entirely by factors outside the person. Given that the counsellors
training had a strong humanist/psychodynamic flavour, and also given that 'the system' is

more powerful than the counsellor, 1 believe that demal, by the system, of the existence of
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inner depths in the client or the counsellor could be experienced by the counsellor not
simply as a failure in recognition, or a misreading, but an attempt to kill the heart and soul
of counselling as the counsellor knows 1it. However abustve this may seem, there 1s another
constraction to be read here which positions thns power taking as being a small part of a

larger power play.

It seems to me that there is another layer of analysis to be made here if one considers that
'the systein’ seems to pick and choose where it applies behaviouristic perspective. In my
experience the system does maintain a belief in the mnner person when it comes to
attributing cause to the client problems, that is to say 1t seems to me that the system
constructs clients as being the cause of their own problems. This would be consistent with,
for instance, ACC now requiring that counsellors diagnose their chients using DSM IV
diagnostic categories. Diagnosts is about what is happening inside the client and the
problem is located within the client. This construction is consistent with the
humanist/psychoanalytical self. However when it comes to the solution to the problem, the
'cure’, I read the svstem as constructing the client as a Skinnerian self to the extent that the
cause of the cure is located external to the client, that is, it is something that is done to the
client, by the counsellor. According to this analysis the client is the cause of the problem,
the counsellor is the cause of the cure, and the system (society, culture) has no causative
role in either process. This construction leaves the counsellor selely responsible for
bringing about change in the client, left holding the baby as it were, while the

system/society/culture 1s not responsible for anything.

I believe it 1s this type of analysis which 1s underlying the counsellors concerns about the

way in which the system constructs the counselling process. In this scenario the counsellor
is set up to take the blame for problems which aren’t cured, or aren't cured quickly enough.
The counsellor is also set up to be responsible for fixing problems "within the client’ which
may not actually be located within the client, but within the system. By constructing itself
as playing no part in the problems of the individual, the system sets the counsellor up to do
the impossible. This 1s another type of abuse scenario where the systemn is the abuser, the

counsellor 1s the primary victim and the client 1s the secondary victim.



In Extract Eleven the counsellor focuses on one particular form of accountability, the
information NZAC requires from counsellors each vear in order to ascertain whether or not

they are maintaining the criteria for membership.

Extract Eleven - lines 283b to 293b

P and 1 really wonder where we fill in those green forms every year, saying to
NZAC what we have been doing for training and supervision, I, I belicve that
nobody ever looks at those, and I don’t think that they can possibly give any
1dea of what myy work 1s hike, simply by filling out that form once a year

i nmmin

P and I think it’s a waste of time

1 mnum

P [ think its just a matter of going through the motions, and doing the paperwork
and being able to refer to it if something goes horribly wrong

1 atastil

1 you say that NZAC doesn’t actually know how you work?

P mm.

As in Extract Ten, I read the counsellor in Exiract Eleven referring to the impossibility of
tick box accountability, of the quantitative paperwork representation of the counsellor being
able to accurately or holistically reflect what really goes on the in the counselling room. I
also read in this extract some cynicism, directed at those who collect paperwork
representations of counsellors, NZAC in this instance, implying the NZAC is probably
awarc of the inadequacy of this type of accountability, but does not care, and is simply
“golng through the motions™ to cover its own back 1n case “something goes horibly

wrong”, Tn Extract Twelve the counsellor is similarly cynical about accountability.

Extract Twelve — lines 280a to 293a

P and so one of my favourite topics for mulling over at the moment is everything,
we’ve got manuals this big, and we’ve got forms, we’ve got just so much to
attend to

1 mmm

P because we are all accountable

1 mmm

p whereas we come from a tradition where we have to be responsible, so I could

actually do my job without filling in the form and I would not be worried,
because [ am a responsible person, but nowadays, we don’t have any
responsibility, provided we are accountable
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] ripht

D can you sec the distinction?

] yes, Its almost like the paper game has taken over trom moraiity?
p VES, YCS

i and 1f vou play the paper came correctly

D VES

i its possible you could be viewed as being, as

P vou could be anything.

In Extract Twelve the counsellor positions accountability 4as being a substitute for
responsibility, and | think that this suggestion opens up a really interesting dialogue here.
The counsellor describes responsibility as being a function of individuals and

accountability as being a function of the systeny, of sociely, a distinction which could easily
be deconstructed 1f one considered how mdividuals come to be responsible. Foucault
(1995} gives a clear account of how the society, the disciplinary socicty comes to be present
within the responsibie individual. I read the counselior here as saving that society does not
trust its presence within the responsible mdividual, but [ think it more hkely that society
simply does not see 1tself as being present in the responsible individual. This interpretation
makes sense in terms of the analysis provided by Foucault (1993} and Ross (1989}, who
both see the exercise of disciplinary power as being masked by the dominant discourses of
the society, and the dominant discourse which masks the presence of soclety within the
responsible individual as being the discourse of individuality. | rcad the development of
current forms of accountability as arising from a situation where society, not sceing how it
1s alrcady present, in the responsible mdividual, seeks to make iself present again, in
accountability. Because we are all, to @ greater or lesser extent, embedded in the dominant
discourses, we resent accountability in a way that we did not resent responsibility. It is as 1f
the disaiplinary socicty has become the victim of its own dominant discourse, fooled by its
own mask, and 1s thercfore nusinterpreting, misidentifying responsibtlity. The new process.
accountability, does not hide its operations behind the mask of the individuality discourse,
it is & much more naked exercise of power than responsibility. I read the power of the
panoptic observer (Foucualt, 1995} here being replaced, or supplemented by a2 much more
crude mechanistic form of control, one which does not so elegantly allow us the comforling

construction of our own individuality.
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Foucault (1995} talks about the rise of disciplinary power, the control of bodies by
controiling minds, and how this type of power came to replace the more direct, hands on
type of power exercised in earher times, sovereign power, the control by direct action upon
the body. It occurs to me that either sovereign power never was replaced, but has always
existed alongside disciplinary power, and/or that it was largely replaced in Western society,
bul 1s now making a comeback. If one extends the analysis which Foucault (1995) makes of
the relationship between state and individual, to the relationship between different

couniries, then it seems quite clear to mie that the United States is currently exercising
sovereign power 1n its relations with those countries it has constructed as being a threat, for

whatever reason.

[ think that it is possible that both these forms of power have been operating in our society,
but that in our binary way of thinking about things, these two have been positioned as
opposites, and where the presence of one is discerned, then the absence of the other is
inferred. It is easy to find examples of the operation of disciplinary power and [ believe that
the presence of examples of disciplinary power has prevented us from recognising the

sovereign power which has simultaneously also been a feature of our society.

Extract Twelve ends with the counsellor highlighting one way in which she sees
accountability failing, in that it is simply a game, and has no power to reveal anything
meaningful about what the counsellor may actually be like, “vou could be anything”.

I leave the ast word in thus section to Extract Thirteen, which 1 don’t think needs any

explanation or mterpretation.

Extract Thirteen - lines 5074 to 509d

p F'think so, I think that we tend to, um, {o go along with all the crap
1 mmm
D um, but basically we do our own thing

In summary then, the story as presented which I have called the story of the counsellor as

double agent, 1s a story about a counsellor who plays both sides, a counsellor who



acknowledges that relationship is the cornerstone of the work and who values training,
while at the same time, acknowledging that traning may actually be irrelevant to the
success of the work, and also a counsellor who complains about tick box accountability,

and does not believe that it achieves any good purpose, but does it anyway.

In my descriptions of the counsellor as double agent I have made reference to the analysis
of Rose (1989) which positions psychologists as operating mn collusion with the disciplinary
power of the state. [ have also questioned whether, if this analysis of the role played by
psychologists is valid, then might not the same analysis apply equally validly to

counsellors. 1 think that this is an important question but [ shall not attempt to answer it just
yet, because I believe that the other two stories about being a counsellor, the untold story
and the untellable story also contain important information about the relationship between

counsellors and society.
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Chapter Six: The untold story.

After identifying the story as presented, 1 re-engaged with the text looking for what might
constitute the next layer of narrative within the framework of my reading. As previously, |
did this by asking a question of the text. My reading of the extracts in Chapter Five had
suggested to me that quality of relationship was something which the counselior had
indicated was crocial to the work but there seemed to be very little talk about the
community at large valuing this aspect of counselling. The question | asked of the text then

was 'who supports the relationship aspect of the work of the counsellor?’

Unlike my previous interrogation of the text, my reading this time did not produce a large
number of responses. Most of the talk on this 1ssue cenfred arcund the lack of support for
this aspect of counselling. Other counsellors and also clients were seen as being supportive
of this aspect of counselling, but society at large was seen as either not knowing or not

wanting to know:

] just think there is a pretiy funny sort of view out there as to what we do” (line b197)

"I don’t feel very positive about the community being able to respond, wm agencies being
able to respond positively to what counsellors have to offer” (line 5220)

"I don't think that they (NZAC) can possibly have any idea about what my work is like”
(line b284)

“the only people who know are me and my clients, and, my peers might have a bit of an

ldea” (line b293).

My reading {in respense to the question of support for the importance of relationship) was
that the nature of the counselior had now changed. This counsellior sounded a bit like a lone
voice, unsupported and speaking from a position outside the mainstream. I read this
counsellor as working alone to try and keep alive something which was important and

which might die without her efforts, as illustrated by the Extract Fourteen.



Extract Fourteen - lines 505¢ to 513¢

P so 1ts really important, that aspect of relationship

i do you think that that aspect of the worlk 1s generally acknowledged or valued?

p 1o, | don't, and that, um is significant in terms of things like ACC giving us
those reports

1 mminl

i do you think that that aspect of the work 15 at risk? In the profession as 1t moves

on, past vou and I to new counsellors and younger ones coming on?
P do T think its

] at risk, that aspect of the work of being lost or devalued?

P well ] certainly think it 1s

The object 'counsellor' now appeared to me to be constructed differently. Whereas the
counsellor in the story as presented, {the counsellor as double agent) had seemed like a
winner, successfully working within the imperfect system, the counsellor I read now
secemed more embattled, almost under siege. In producing my second reading of the nature
of the counsellor I had found my second story, the untold story, which I decided to call the
story of the unsupported counsellor, a story about lack of support, 1solation and

vulnerability. This story 1s being told in refation to the counsellors beliefs about the

importance of relationship to the counselling process.

While the story of the counsellor as double agent was characterised by some pragmatism
and cynicism but also some optimism, 1 read the untold story as being characterised by
quite a desolate pessimisim. | found it interesting that this is the opposite way around to my
client example. The clients in my example presented first with their vulnerability, and then
their strength, whereas the counsellors presented first with their strength, being able to play
both sides, protecting the counselling process and the client from being impinged upon by
tick box accountability. Maybe this is saying something about the way clients and
counsellors are positioned in society generally, that clients are supposed to have something
wrong with them, and they present as such, and counsellors are supposed to be able to cope
with anything, to be strong and protective, and they present as such, but, both clients and

counsellors have other realities, in which they experience themselves differently.
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Clients get to explore other subject positions available to them through counselling, but
where do counsellors get to explore the ways in which they are differently positioned?

It seems to me that therc are several types of asymmetry between counsellor and client, the
power difference being the one usually acknowledged, “it can't be an equal

relationship ...because they are coming to you" (line g239). There 1s another asymmetry
which T see as being corollary to the power imbalance, and that 1s to do with multiplicity of
seives atising from experiencing oneself as being differently positioned. It seems to me that
the central narrative of counselling process is that the client will come to experience
themselves differently, while the counsellor will remnam the same. It seems to me that
'needing to stay the same' puts counsellors at a disadvantage as far as being able to
acknowledge their untold and their untellable tales. This adds another dimension to the
vulnerability of the counsellor, m that she 1s not aliowed to be vulnerable, she must stay

within the story as presented, or at least her freedom to move in this way, is constrained, by

comparison with the client.

So this is the uniold story, the story of the counsellor's vulnerability, and in this instance I
read it as being a story about being isclated and unsupported, with respect to the
counsellors beliefs about the importance of relationship to the counselling process. Further

narrative fragments which refer to this story are reproduced below.

Extract Fifteen - lines 1806b to 200b

1 mm, $0 you think that this view of counselling that we have been talking about,
which I share, do you think, and I’m assuming quite a lot of counsellors would
share, so you think that this view of is shared by agencies, employers or um,
registration boards or funding authorities, that kind of thing?

P ok, um, [ don’t think so

1 vou don’t think so?

P I don’t think there i1s any evidence to back up that kind of thinking

1 for them?

P yes
1 what sort of evidence? do you think that they have a different idea about

how counsellors work?
P 1 don’t know what people think, well part from back to what [ said earlier about

how my family responded to my being a counsellor, I just think there’s a pretty
funny sort of view out there as to what we do, and I think that people who've
actually encountercd someone like me, as their counsellor have gone away
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probably quite sure in their own mind as to what 1t’s all about, bul some how 1t

hasn’t filtiered through
In Extract Fiftcen the counsellor indicates that she docs not think that empioyers of
counsellors or regulatory aathorities view counselling as being a process which is primarily
relationship based, "I don't think thai there is any evidence io back up that sort of thinking
(for them)". I read this as being quile a definule statement. However when questioned about
what sort of thinking they might have, the counsetior hecomes much less delimite 3 her
account. | find it interesting that after the initial statement that therc 18 “no evidence™ that
employers and regulatory authorities think the same as counsellors on this ssue, the
counsellor seems to back off from any confrontation with ecmployers and regulatory
authorities and mstead talks about “people” generally, and becomes a Jot more vague, "'/

don't know what people think”

The change from “ don 't think thar there is anv evidence™ o “I don’t know whait people
think” is quile dramatic. 1 read this passage as if the use ol the word “evidence” has
triggered a type of epistemological turnaround for the counscllor, a switeh to a different
mode of knowing, where she is no longer feels competent to know, for fear that she will be
challenged to prove what she [s saying, as if she was on trial. This extract suggests to me
that the counsellor has, 1n a sense been gagged, or experiences a sensc of powerlessness, or

intnmidation, when getting down to specifics about the behaviour of employers of

regulatory authorities.

One of the chanpes [ notliced 1n recent years since counselling employers have entered the
comumercial marketplace, was the inclusion of clauses about 'commercially sensitive
information’ in the empioyment contracts [ had. The wording of these clauses was
sometinies quite punitive and threatening in terms of what could happen to a counsellor
who did anything which negatively impacted of their employer's ability to compete
commercially. The cffect of thus for me was that any criticisms of my employer were only
cver volced to a very linnted audience, and I have a sensc that something of the same cffect

18 operating for the counsetlor in Extract Tifteen.



The extract ends with the counselior suggesting that the only way people can tearmn about
what counselling 1s really like is to be part of the process, as client. In the absence of the
ability to challenge employers and regulaiory anthonties the only option left to the
counsellor, as a process of commumcating with socicty at large, 18 word of mouth
descriptions from clients, and the idea that that might be effective, seems a rather forlorn

hope “it hasn 't filtered through”.

Another interpretation suggested to me by my reading of this extract is that possibly the
only arena where counsellors do have power and can have certainty about things, 1s the
confidential one to one relationship in the counselling room, and that outside that arena,
counsellors are not allowed to 'know'. I wonder if there are implications of the way
counselling 1s constructed around confidentiality which work to limit the power of
counsellors to speak what they know, 1n other arenas. It occurs to me that this could be due
to a lack of separation between what counsellors know of their clients, that is the content of
sessions, and what counsellors know of the nature of relationships generally, that is, the
generalised lessons about the nature of humankind which we are provided with courtesy of
experiencing counselling relationships with our clients. I also wonder if there 1s something
in the way counselling and counsellors are constructed within society which acts to protect
the non client population from the analytical attention of counsellors, in that we are allowed
to have certain skills, on the condition that we only practise them on those whom society

has constructed as dysfunctional, and therefore of no importance.

In Extract Sixteen the focus is on training institutions.

Extract Sixteen — lines 305a to 319a
1 you seem to be expressmg some anxieties, which I can identify with, about um,
what people think counselling is, or what people think vou need to do in order

to become a counselior

P yes

i and people, because, tralning 1s a, 1s a business

P mm

1 and the trainers are paid and make money out of it, they make a profit, um the

the assessment that was in place for instance when you got into Marriage
Guidance or got licensed or whatever, and passed those final things, isn’t there,
because training institutions aren’t going to say, I don’t think you would be a
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aood counscllor, go away, we don’t wanl your mnoncy?

P that’s right, and then, um, baving fulfilled the course, well we have seen vou
up closc and vou are just useless and fail them

1 mimm

D because they have to have a good pass out. um they have to have good

numbers there too, so [ mean 1t7s ot as 1f there is, T mean, 1f vou do your

assignments, vou eet there, 30 1 don™t know that the answer is
In Extract Sixteen the counsellor talks about the commercial aspecis of the way training is
provided today, the main points of concern being the lack of pre-training selection and the
lack of post-training assessment. The counsellor considers that trainimg institutions would
not sav o trainees, “we have seen vou up close and yvou arve just useless and fail then®™. This
probicm 18 considered to anse becausc “thev have to have a good pass oud raie”, “thev have
to have good numbers”. The counscllor in Extract Sixteen focuses on the financial
mplications of traming mstitutions attempting to assess the quality of engagement. The
counscllor suggests that the financial implications of not having a high enough pass out rate

may inhibit training institutions from getling serious about assessment of the intangible

qualitics of counscllors.

When I consider my own experience ot the process of counsellor traming 1t ocours to me
that there could be another type of financial disincentive operating here. When [ was
trained, within the agency now known as Relationship Services, 1t seems to me that the
agency had gone about as far as it could in the direction of removing the guesswork from
ihe post training assessment. ] was required 10 produce videos of myself counselling, and
these were assessed by a panel of experienced practitioners against over a hundred different
criterta, most of which were deseriptions of aspects of the relationship between counsellor
and client. The viewing and re-viewing of the videos and subsequent closed session
discussions between the panel and inlerviewing of the counsellor ook hours. The panel had
to be experienced practitioners who did not know me, and they were flown in from other
parts of the country. Taking travel time into account, it could easily take a whole day to
assess one counsellor. In those days the assessors had thelr expenses paid but gave their
time voluntarily, Nowadays of course they would have to be paid for their time. It oceurs to
me that assessing the quality of relationship may be hard, but not impossibly so, but that to

do it well, could be a very expensive exercise.



Another difference between the training environment I experienced and the one the
participant counsellor 1s expressing concern about 1s that the training [ received from that
agency was provided to me free of charge, in a situation where the agency invested in me. [
made no financial 1nvestment 1n that training and 1t occurs to me that this left the agencv in
quite a strong position to pull the plug, if they saw the need, to say ‘ne, you do not make
the grade’, (*he who pays the piper’, as they say). I also think that being the party who took
the financial risk associated with investing training in particular trainees provided the

agency with a strong motivation to be rigorous in their pre-tramning selection.

However, regardless of how effective that assessment was, or was not, I think it was an
expensive process which was made possible by the use of a volunteer workforce, and I am
certainly not advocating a return to volunteerism, and my reading of Extract Sixteen is that
the participant counsellor 1s not either. There were problems with the old system just as
there seem to be problems with the new, and there does not seem to be any obvious answer.
This sense of the unresolved problem is reflected at the end of Extract Sixteen “so / don 't
know what the answer is”. Extract Seventeen continues the discussion of the problematic

with respect to traiming, and the intangible aspects of counsellor performance.

Extract Sixteen - lines 51leto 518e

1 so, with the people who come through your course, presumably some of them
will go on and do the longer course and end up being counsellors?
p mmim, mm

do you think, that you are, um passing onto to them, um, the importance of
the mvisible aspect? m the sense that we have been talking about?

— -

D [ don’t think I tutor in it
1 it’s not a topic?
p no, 1t’s not a topic.

In Extract Seventeen the counsellor {who is now counsellot/trainer) after acknowledging
the importance of the intangible relationship aspects of counselling, then describes how it is
not part of her job to actually teach these. [ think that the question remains open, however,
as to whether or not the invisible aspect might not be learned regardless, as part of the

process of the learning, if niot in the content of the coursework.
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[n Exiract Eighteen the focus shifts to how the conventions of report writing could work to

redefine the counselling process, the counselior and the client.

Extract Eighteen - [ines 609d 1o 627d

P and, and, I don’t know, you will remember i Relationship Services when they
had started doing that, and I puess they are still doing it, vou know, vou had six
responses that vou could write

1 veah

p you know, for Family Court, and things Iike that, and you weren’t to write
anything elsc

i veah

P so, vou know, 1t depersonalised the counsellor

i mmim, veah, [ definitely got the impression towards the end there that they
weren’l interested in what they couldn’t measure

D veal, that’s right, and 1 think there will be a penod Like that

1 mimm

P [ think there probably 1s, right now, cos I'm thinkmg of the Family Court

forms that arc commg through now, they arc very smmplistic, vou only tick
boxes, or very, vou know

1 DI

P there 18 none of the writing a report down for the client
1 mmm

p there 1s no such thing like that in the report now.

In Extract Eighteen the counscllor 1s referring to a time when the agency she worked for
lntroduced new rules aboul what was permissibic in a Family Court Report. Under these
new rules the counsellor was provided with a selection of six stateiments which could be
used 1o construct the report and no other wording was allowed. Prior to this, counsellors
had been able to describe their client's wishes freely in whatever language they deemed
appropriate. My experience of that prior process was thal it was a collaborative process, and
while the report may have been written by the counsellor, 1t was co-authored by both
counscllor and client. The participant counsellor desceribes the six statement process as
depersonalising the counsellor. My reading of the process of depersonalisalion referred to
here 18 that this was a reductiontst process whereby the counscllor was reduced to 'the
person who chooses which of the six statements 1o use’. The counsellor describes how the
reductionism has now progressed 1o where the counsellor has become 'the person who

chooses which boxes to tick’, and the client no longer scems to be part of the process,
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"there is none of that seriting a report down for the cliend”. i seems to me that wath the
counsellor reduced to the person who ticks the boxes and the client removed rom the

eqguation, there 1s no relationship between coansellor and client in this scenario.

[ read the reductionist form of reporting process described 1n Extract Fighteen as being 4
device which (ve)postitions the chient as mvisible and (rejpositions the counsellor as being a

type of semi automated respondent, in relationship wath the Family Court.

This narrative fragment 13 one of the few to contain a hint of optimism about the culture
change, indicating that 1t may not be a permanent thing. | read “there will be & period tike
that” as meaning there will also be & period when 1t will not be like that, alimost like there 13

a cycle of change, and things will turn around again.

In Extract Nineteen the counsellor is reflecting on the collective unconscious process which

may be operating within those agencies that are viewed as seeking to control counsellors.

Extract Nineteen - 309 to 321¢

1 and we got all these new forms of paperwork accountability, telling us basically
what to do 1n the counselling room, and how to write reports, but they wanted the
whole thing cut and dried and iaid out on the tablc

p sounds a bit like ACC (laughs)

i {lavehs)

1 it does a bit veah, sometimes I think ACC is getting a hit that way

P just gives me another insight into, Into ACC, veah like, cutting down o
three sessions, and yeah, 1ts exactly

1 I

P and 1s that about you know their fear, feeling that they want to he involved,

but they can’t because they don’t have the background and they don’t understand
the processes?

i [ think with ACC tts all about money, rather than, T spose money is a foom
of power and control

p 1t 1s

1 but with that other agency [ thought it was simply a desire to climinate the

unknown, by controlling it, mmm
P veah
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In this extract the counselior uses psychoanalyiical process to explain the controlling
hehaviour of an ecmplover and a funding agency. The psychoanalytical narrative is
introduced by the word "insighs " which I read Tere as being used n the literal sense of
bemg able (o sec mto someone, or 1 this case, the culture of an institution, insight meaning
sight 1nto, being able to read bencath the surface. the 'godlike’ skills of the psychoanalyst. 1
read this use of psychoanalytical process as being a form of (attempted) power taking, a
way of the counsellor attempting to take power over those who are {constructed as) seeking
fo control counsellors. As the psvchoanalvtical nawative unfolds the {institutional} client is
dingnosed as operating out of thewr fear, a fear which 1s dertved from therr ignorance, a fear

of the unknown.

I have vsed the term (attempted) power taking here because, in my experience, this type of
talk docs not actually change anything, excepl for how the counsellor feels at that moment,
In my experience this type of talk, (asing psychoanalyiical process to analvse the
hypothetical institutional client) 1s restricted to in group conversation and [ tend ta regard it
as a type of comforting device more thao anvthing clse. | read this type of talk as 1f the
counsellor 1z saving 'ves we do bave the power to understand what 1s going on, and we
could theorctically use that power to do something, ....bui...." and it never goes any further.
So while this tvpe of narrative can sevve to comiort on one level, on another 1t also speaks
of a sense of powerlessness. | see this powerlessness as being derived from cultural
restrictions wlhich exist about where and with whom 'insight’ may be properly used by the

counscllor.

Asin my analysis of Extract Fifleen, [ read this extract as being a reference to a limilation
experienced by the counsellor as a consequence of the manner in which the 'proper’ object
of her attention 1s constructed. | read that object as existing within a power hierarchy which
places employers and mstitutions above counsellors at the top of the hicrarchy and places
the proper object of counsellors' atientions as being less powerful than counscellors, at the
bottom of the power hierarchy. This analysts posttions counsellors in the same way as Rose
{1989) sees psychologists heing positioned, m that the psychouanalytical gaze, like the

normalising gaze, 1s hicrarahical and unidirectional and is directed downwards along the
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social hierarchy. The untold story then would seem to confirm the analysis of Rose (1989)

rather than offer any support for a narrative of resistance.

On the content Jevel then, the untold story, the story of the unsupported counsellor is about
a person working in a profession which is, and may always have been, misunderstood, by
the general public, However, despite this, counseliors had in the past felt supported by
emplovers, training institutions, and regulatory authorities, but all that has changed since
the cultural changes which have swept the New Zealand political and social landscape over
the last fifteen years or so. The effect of that cultural change has been in a sense to ‘make
official’ the ignorance of the general public, in that the institutions who may have known in
the past, about the importance of relationship in counselling, now do not want to know,
leaving counsellors, stranded, without outside support for this most vital if least visible
aspect of their work. My concern is that this situation is not sustainable for counsellors.
Counsellors provide some support for each other within their local peer networks. The
ethical bodies to which counsellors belong can also provide some support, but I have no

confidence that this support is going to be enough to allow the survival of relationship

based counselling.

Webb (1998) describes the challenges facing the counsellors struggling to defend their
profession from the debilitating effects of New Right thinking, and also the ways in which
she regards NZAC as supporting counsellors in this struggle. [ am aware that currently
NZAC is making a concerted effort to have the scopes of practise for counseliors under the
Health Practitioners Bill widened to include ways of working with clients which are not
part of the biomedical model, that is, ways of working which give priority to relationship.
Webb (1989) secks to distinguish counselling, being a process which facilitates change
through relationship, from the more medical approaches, “which tend to privilege technique
rather than connection” (Webb, 1998, page 69). It seems to me that in the five years since
that paper was written, counselling has lost ground in terms of differentiating itself from the
biomedical model, and our profession is at risk more than ever of a takeover by the army of

professional administrators who have made disease their business. I do not think that
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counselling will disappear, but my concemn 1s that it may become unrecognisable and

uninhabitable to today's practitioners, and it 1s the clients who will lose.

On another level, the story of the unsupported counsellor is the story of a worker who is
constructed as having certain skills and abilities but who may only use those with persons
who are constructed as less powerful than she is. Consequently that worker is powerless to
use her skills and abilities to belp her resist {rejconstructions ot her job description being
undertaken by entities positioned ag being more powerful than she 1s. In this sense the

counsellor 1s unsupported by a culture which construets her domain as being essentially

domestic rather than political.

[ feel the need to qualify that last statement because [ do not want to imply that the
counsellor has no awareness ol the ways in which the political constructs the personal. In
constructing my explanation of how ] read the difference between domestic and political
here, I draw on my own experience of counselling process. Over the years 1 have developed
my own generalised model/construction of the change process which happens in
counselling, and 1 think that this model provides an illustration of the way counsellors are
positioned. The three main elements of that model are the micro-cultural relationships
network, the internal relationships network, both of which are embedded in the third

clement which is the macro-cultural environment.

I use the term micro-cultural relationships network (o refer to all significant relationshps in
the here and now which may include partner, children, extended family, friends, neighbours
and workplace relationships. The client experiences themselves differently at different
places within the micro-cultural relationship network, as they are differently constructed

and positioned within those relationships.

[use the term internal relationships network to refer to significant relationships of the past
which have been internalised, principally relationships of childhood, and I regard the client
as bemng positioned in different ways at different times within the internal network, in the

same way a8 in the micro-cultural network. The construction of an internal network of
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relationships as having some control over how persons expericnee themselves is one of the
basic assumptions of the psychoanalytical perspective. Flax (1990) has descnbed this
aspect of the psychoanalyiical perspective as being social constructionist because the
internal environment, like the micro-cultural environment 1s subject to change, making the
self inherently unstable as 1t 1s constantly being re{constructed) within the changing

relationships of both networks.

[ view the mternal relationships network and the micro-cultural network as being embedded
n and mmpacted upon by the macro-cultural environment, otherwise known as the "bigger

ycture' or socicly at larse.
I y 2

[ this model the counsellor client relationship 1s a temporary phenomena which, while also
being embedded in the macro-cultural environment, factittates (improved) access for the
client to the dynamic interaction between the internal network and the micro-cultural

network.

As T see 1t this interaction represents the arena of the counsellor's work, the domain in
which insight can properly be used o facihiate change, The point T am trying to make here
is that regardless of how much analysis of the macro-cultural influences there may be in the
processes which bring about change in the mternal and/or micro-cuitural networks,
counscllors do not, as a rule, facilitate change for their clicnts by bringing about change in
the macro-culiural environment. 1t is for this reason that I referred to the focalion of the
counsellor's work as domestic rather than political. 11 1s alse for this reason that [ regard
counsellors as being unsupported by their own change process when 1l comes to attempting

to resist macro-cultural mflucnces that impact on their work.



Chapter Seven: The Unlellable Story

In Chapter Six | began by looking at the lack of support within 'the svsteny' for the
importance of relationship in counselling. T concluded that the unsupported counselior was
unsupported, made vulnerable, in other ways in addition to this. Unlike the client who was
encouraged to explore a range of possible aspects and experiences of sclf in the therapeutic
relationship, the counsellor was consiructed as needing to deny her vulnerability in
relations with cliept. Also, the counsellor was constructed as necding 1o deny her wisdom
and strength, and power 1o bring about change, 1o her relations with the system. This
positioning had the etfect of piacing the counsellor in a power hierarchy between the
system or the state, and the individuals of the sociciy. It also had the effect of making the
counselior powerless 1o resist whatever changes the state sort 1o tmpose on her profession.
As aresult of making these conclusions I reluctantly foumd myself acknowledging was that
counsellors were therefore positioned as intermediaries in the power operations between
state and individual, consistent with the analysis provided by Rose (1989) in his

descriptions of the disciplinary socrery (Foucault, 1995).

However, if counscelling does not change society, but can change wndividuals, does that
necessarily mean that counselling process consists solely of assisting individuals to achieve
a better fit watl what society expects of them, allows Tor them? This would be so, if and
only tf] 'society' was a single cohesive entity, and if disciplinary practices werve the only
type of control praclise operaling 11 that unitary society, From my own expericnces In life,
firstly as a hippie/counter eulture/zlternative life styler of the '70s, and currently as a
fenunist, [ believe that it 1s possible to simultancousty live in two (or more) 'societies’, each
with thew own norms, each with thetr own control practices. 1 reason then that is it possible
that counselling does not necessarily cause clients to become more comfortable with
themselves through conforming to the norms of the unitary society or the donmunant culture.
It 1s possible that someimes counseltlors cause their clients to feel more comfortable with
themselves by providing them with access to another 'socicty’, a subculiure, where what
was previously constructed as abnormal, 1s now construcled as normal. 'Feminist' culture

and 'abuse survivor culture’ are two examples of alternate 'societics’ I could say that T use in
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my counseliing. Rather than normalising the individual by changing the behaviour, what
this process does is normalise the behaviour by providing access to an alternative 'society’
in which the behaviour is constructed as normal. This analysis describes counselling as a
process which utilises disciplinary power practices and normative regimes, but from a
deconstructionist perspective. While 1 have used the term altemative society, I am not
proposing that any alternative society in this scenario would wholly replace whatever
society was experienced as normative previously. I am also not suggesting that feminism or
abuse survivor culture are whole socleties or cultures. My own view 1s that feminism, like
other alternative viewpoints 1s a partial society, or limiled subculture, which has salience

with respect to certain issues only.

Not all counselling 1ssues can be appropriatety responded to within the process [ have
described above. If a counselling client reported behaving in a way which was outside the
noims of any of the subcultures [ had access to, for example physical violence directed at
self or others, then I would most probably class that behaviour as abnormal and work with
the client towards a goal of changing that behaviour. However, if a woman client wanted
me to assist her to lose weight, when there was no medical reason for doing so, but her
husband was iclling her that she was fat and ugly, or, if a woman, who found sex
distasteful, wanted me to help her dissoctate during sex so that she would find it easier to
put up with, then I would decline to work towards either of those goals and start talking

about things like the need to sometimes look at 'problems' from multiple points of view.

In summary what 1 ain suggesting is that at times counsellors do work in & way which is
consistent with the analysis of Rose {1989), but that at other times, depending on the
cultural diversity of the counsellor, counsellors may work by facilitating the client to

reposition themselves in their self constructions and thereby reconstruct the nature of the

problem.

I said earlier that in order for counsellors to be able to be described as solely concerned
with using the normative regimes of the dominant culture to change behaviour, then

disciplinary power would need to be the only type of control practise operating. My reason
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for making this assertion is that 1 believe that sovereign power practices, being visible types
of control practise, are likely to cause resistance which may take the form of a rejection of
the norms of the society as being desirable or healthy goals for particular individuals. The
whole point about normative regimes is that while individuals experience the desire to be
normal, they are not aware of the disciplinary power winch 1s operaling to position them
thus, whereas when 'accountability' replaced 'responsibility' the counsellor was aware that

'somebody’ was trying to control 'something’ and experienced a desire to resist.

I decided that the question I would like to put to the text next, in erder to re-engage to
locate another story, possibly an untellable story, was about resistance. However, before I
could engage in dialogue about resistance, it seemed to me that I needed to address the
issue of the operation of sovereign power in the modern context, because I find it hard to
make sense of reststance in terms of the narrative of the disciplinary society described by
Foucault (1995} and Rose (1989). The disciplinary narrative does not seem to include
resistance in ifs storyline. Bartky (1988) reflects on this aspect of the disciplinary society
"Foucault often writes as if power constitutes the very individuals upon whom it
operates.. Nevertheless, if individuals were wholly constituted by the power knowledge
regime Foucault describes, it would make no sense to speak of resistance to discipline at
ail. Foucault seems sometimes on the verge of depriving us of a vocabulary in which to
conceptualise the nature and meaning of those periodic refusals of control that, just as much

as the imposition of control, mark the course of human history” (Bartky, 1988, p.82).

Foucault (1995) does describe resistance, but not in relation to disciplinary power. Foucault
{1995) describes resistance and solidarity as being the reaction to sovereign power which is
considered to be too abusive. In the narrative of Foucault (1995) disciplinary power was

developed precisely for the purpose of preventing resistance and solidarity within the

general populace.

In Chapter Five T discussed differences between responsibility and accountability, and
concluded by suggesting that responsibility was a disciplinary power practise whereas

accountability was a sovereign power practise. Foucault (1995} does not describe the co-
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existence of sovereign power and disciplinary power 1n the modern context, but I think he
does provide information which could be read as allowing for this possibility. In the first
instance, comparing the torture of sovercign power practices with the non-corporal nature
of the modern system Foucault (1993) states that "There remains, therefore, a trace of
'torture’ in the modern mechanisms of criminal justice - a trace that has not been entirely
overcome, but which 18 enveloped, increasingly, by the non-corporal nature ¢f the penal
system" (Foucault, 1993, p. 16). By torture Foucault (1995) is referring to the elements of
prison life that concern the body, 1.e. having limited food, being deprived of sex, being
subject to corporal punishment and solitary confinement. I read Foucault (1993) here as
suggesting that disciplinary power is not the only type of conirol operating in prisons.
Elsewhere Foucault (1993) suggests that prisons are the site of operation of power practices
which no longer operate in the rest of society "The prison, that darkest region in the
apparatus of justice, is the place where the power to punish, which no longer dares to
manifest itself openly, silently organises a field of objectivity in which punishment will be

able to fonction openly as treatment” (Foucault, 1995, p. 256).

There is another way in which I read Foucaull (1995) as inferring that sovereign power
operates in prisons. My interpretation of sovercign power is that 1t was a control practise
where the body was acted upon directly through the public spectacle of torture and
execution in order to control the minds of the general populace, 1.e. to impress on them the
strength of the power of the sovereign and make them afraid to disobey. The body (of the
condemned) was acted upon in order to control thinking {of the general populace}. My
interpretation of disciplinary power is that it is a control practice where the mind is acted
upon in order to control the body, "to increase the utility of the body" (Bartky, 1988, p.62)
s0 that the now docile body could be an efficient means of production, in other words this
was about getting work done within the society. However Foucault (1995) describes penal
labour differently "What, then, is the use of penal labour? Not profit; nor even the
formation of a useful skill; but the constitution of a power relation, an empty economic
form, a schema of individual submussion” {Foucault, 1995, p. 243). I read Foucault (1995)
here as describing a control practise which acts upen the body, in order to control the mind,

that is, to create the subjectivity of the subjugated.
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Bartky (1988) describes the disciplinary practices which creale the subjectivity of the
fermninine. She identifies the control practices which construct women as having "a body on
which an inferior statns has been inseribed” (Bartky, 1988, p. 71) as being located entirely
within the realm of disciphinary practices, however, | think that like Foucauit (1995),
Bartky {1988} also provides information which could support another reading, principally
i her statements of the uiilitarian nature of the object so produced. According to Bartky
(1988} the purpose of disciplinary power is 1o produce a utilitarian object, 1o increase the
utility of the body and thereby more efficiently appropriate the body to production, and vet
the feminine body 15 not produced with the uliimate aim of setting waork done. As I read
and experience 1t, the purpose of the control practices which constitute the fominine body
1s, like penal labour, to produce a subjectivity of the subjugated. It 1s a control practice
which acls upon the body, to produce a state of mind, to constitute a power relation, to
produce submission. 1 accept that in other ways the control practices which produce the
feminine body do resemble diseiplinary practises, namely in the anonymity and wide
dispersal of the power, and the recruifment of the mdividual o enforce the control praclise,
and I wonder 11 1n this instance, disciplinary practice 1s combined with the excrcisc of
sovereign power, Where women experience the practices of beanty as being moaningful
and pleasurable, and also expericnce themselves as having a free choice about participating,
[ think that disciplinary power practices arc operaling. When women construct (some of)
the practices of beauly as part of pabriarchal power and control, and at times take pleasure
in not conforming to its repimes, while also at times feeling compelled 1o comply for a
varicty of reasons, then 1 think that sovereign power practices are operating. [ recognise
here the dual consciousness of the feminist woman, being both critical observer and
participant in aspects of the dominaot nagrative, while also participating in a different
narrative about how to be a woman. Disciplinary practices which are said o construct the
panoplic observer within the mdividual (Foucault, 1995) could also at times construct the
exceutioner within the mund of women, recrcating the public spectre of the scaffold
(Foucault, 1995) within the public spectacle of the mutilating and deforming practices of
feminine beauty. When positioned in that different narrative the practices of "beauty’ can be

constructed as the public punishment which women arc subjected to, not because they have
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done anything wrong, or in order to change anything, but simply to institute and maintain
power relations. According to this analysis, women, like prison inmates, are punished as a
means of achieving power relations, not disciphined for the purposes of increasing utility
and productivity, and 1 regard this as an exercise of sovereign power rather than
disciplinary power. In the case of prison inmates the judicial system occupies that position
which 'the King' did in the descriptions Foucault {1995) provides of sovereign power, while
in the discourse of feminine beauty, it is patriarchal society/the masculine/men which is/are
positioned as 'King'. In either example, one could say, by this analysis, 'the King lives on',
It seems to me that the two types of power practise described by Foucault (1993) do co-
exist in modern times, and [ rather think that this has always been the case. [ also suspect
that whether one constructs these as disciplinary and sovereign, or covert and overt, or
productive and non-productive power practices, that the division 1s somewhat arbitrary and
elements of the two combine in a variety of ways ultimately making classification
somewhat meaningliess. However, for the time being 1 shall continue to use the terms

disciplinary and sovereign, because 1 am wishing to use the arguments of Foucault (1995)

1o reference my discussions.

If wtility and productivity are not achieved through sovereign power practices, what is the
benefit to society that is achieved here? According to Foucault (1995) the purpose of the
penal system is to differentiate a class of persons in whorm the illegality of the society can
be invested, to assist the illegality of those who are 'not criminals'. Foucault (1993) makes
the comment of Judges that "They assist as far as they can in the constitution of
delinquency, that 1s to say in the differentiation of illegalities, i the supervision,
colonisation and use of certain of those illegalities by the illegality of the dominant class”
(Foucault, 1995, p. 282). My interpretation of what is being described here is that a class of
persons 1s differentiated from the dominant class, and then sovereign power 1 the form of
punishment is used to construct a power differential between the dominant class and the
differentiated group. The differentiation process serves the society in that it allows certain
qualities of society as a whole, which the dominant class does not want to acknowledge in
itself to be invested in the differentiated group. I find this analysis to be consistent with the

description which Foucault {(1995) provides of the origins and functions of the criminal
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class, I also find that it is consistent with the descriptions provided by Bartky (1988) of the
construction of the feminine. It occurs to me that this analysis may also apply to other
dividing practices in our sociecty, 1.e., diverse ethnic and cultural groups, the mentally 111,
children, the elderly, and other differentiated groups may be subject to control practices
which bear more resemblance to sovereign power practices than they do to disciplinary
power practices. | am not proposing a rigid demarcation between a dominant class which is
subject to disciplinary power and differentiated groups who are subject to sovereign power,
but [ am suggesting that both sovereign power practices and disciplinary power exist in our
society and differentiated groups are more likely to be subject to control practices which
contain elements of sovereign power at the same time as being subject to various

disciplinary power practices.

I find support for this analysis in the descriptions which Foucault (1995) provides of the
two archetypal power mechanisms, the leper response and the plague response. According
to Foucauli (1995) "the leper gave rise to rituals of exclusion...the massive binary division
between one set of people and another” whereas "the plague gave rise to disciplinary
projects...multiple separations, individualising distributions, an organisation in depth of
surveillance and control" (Foucault, 1993, p. 198). Foucault {1995) continues; "all the
authorities exercising individual control function according to a double mode; that of binary
division and branding (mad/sane; dangerous/harmless; normal/abnormal); and that of
coercive assignment, of differential distribution” and concludes " all the mechanisms of
power which, even today, are disposed around the abnormal individual, to brand him and to
alter him, are composed of those two fonms from which they distantly derive" (Foucault,
1995, p. 199). I disagree with Foucault (1995) to the extent that I do not think that the first
massive binary division of humankind was that involving lepers, and I regard that assertion
on his part as being evidence of his gender blindness, his phallocentric outlook. However 1
think the point Foucault (1993} is making about the role of dividing practices in instituting
power operations is a valid and important one. Elsewhere Foucault (1995) makes reference
to the dividing practices of the law "it would be hypothetical or naive to believe that the law
was made for all in the name of all...it would be more prudent to recognise that it was

made for the few and was brought to bear on others" (Foucault, 1995, p. 276). Here
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Foucault (1995) paints a picture of a hierarchical institution where a small number of
persons at the top of the power hierarchy wicld the law to differentiate themselves from all
other persons, not just from cniminals, but all these who do not have the power to make law
or dispense its product, that object called justice. My reading of this passage is that the
power differential between the Judge and non criminal others, for insiance the clerk of the
court, 18 actaally greater than that between the clerk and the accused, because a division
between criminal and non criminal would not differentiate 'the few' at the top of a
hierarchy, it would differentiate 'the few' at the bottom of the power hierarchy. Therefore
the division to which Foucault (1995} is referring is one which scparates Judges from all
others. Foucault (1995} later describes how the disciplinary society developed throngh the
proliferation and multiplication of the power mechanisms of the penal apparatus into other
spheres of society and he talks about "the growth of the disciplinary networks, the
multiplication of their exchanges with the pepal apparatus, the ever more important powers
that are given them, the ever more massive transference to them of judicial functions; now,
as medicine, psychology, education, public assistance, 'social work' assume an ever greater
share of the powers of supervision and assessment” (Foucault, 1995, p. 306). The point [
wish to make by these explorations of the meaning(s) to be read in Foucault (1995) is that
while ] believe the institutions of the disciplinary society ave quite validly viewed as being
in a power hierarchy with the general populace, there are power hicrarchies and dividing
practices within cach institution also. Each institution can be thought of as having it's
Judge(s), its clerk(s) and its criminals. [ believe that all persons below the rank of Judge are
likely in one way or another to be subject to power practices which contain clements of

SOVETeign power.

[ see the women n my counselling subculture as likely to be subject to sovereign power
practices for two reasons, firstly because they are in relationship with vardous instituiions
all of whom have their own power hicrarchies which tend to position counseliors pretty
close to the bottom, and secondly because they are women. Bartky (1988) describes how
the culture of feminine beauty acts to position women as having less power and fewer
rights than men, and therefore being subservient 1o men. As I have described, I believe

there are locations within the subjectivity of the feminine where the control practices of
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feminine beauty can be regarded as a form of punishment, consistent with sovereign power
practices, while the construction of that punishment as an aesthetic or artistic endeavour,
and the recruitment of the individual woman to be her own punisher, are consistent with
disciplinary power practices. In this analysis pumshment i1s used to constitute power
rclations, that is to say, sovereign power practices are used against those whom the
dominant culture wishes to subjugate. I believe there is another reading available of the

relationship between women and sovereign power practices.

I have described how I regard sovereign power practices to be a type of control where the
body is acted upon in order to bring about a change in the mind, and disciplinary power
practices to be a type of control where the mind is acted upon in order to produce a certain
type of body, 1 rcason therefore that in order to be amenable to disciplinary practise, one
must have a mind. The rcading which Irigaray (1974) provides of western culture is that the
masculine 15 mind, and the feminine is body, and to the extent that the feminine is invested
In womer, then women might be regarded as being less of the mind and mozre of the body
than men. Sigmund Freud in his classic pronouncements on the origins and nature of
Femininity' provides an example of the operation of the culture Irigaray (1974) is
describing. Freud (1965} concludes that women are mentally inferior to men, having less of
a mind, or less ability to use the mind, because of the way their biology, the body, in the
form of castration, intervenes to prevent them from being properly or wholly responsible
aitizens. Nicholson (1992) provides 1llustrations of how modern society consfructs women
as being vulnerable to their problematic biology, the body, in ways that men are not.
Nicholson (1992} describes how, withan our culture, the body, in the form of PMT and
other 'disorders', intervenes to cause irrationality, or mental weakness 1 the female, The
point of these discussions 1s that if disciplinary power operates through the training of the
mind, how can women be effectively controlled in this way, when we are (constructed so as
to be) more of the body than of the mind. It seems to me that disciplinary power is a type of
control most suitable for use with the male population, they being more purely 'of the mind'
or more precisely that sector of the male population which constitutes the dominant class.

Less mental beings, i.e., women, and any differentiated group which the dominant class
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subject to a combination of sovercign power practices and disciplinary power practices.

The last point 1 wish to make aboul the siructural relationship between sovereign power
practices and disciphnary power practices at this stage 13 that I regard the fathwe of
Foucault {1993) to acknowledge the operations of sovereign power in the modern context
and the uneribcal importation of the deas of Foucault (1995) info the theory of social
constructionism as being constitutive of oppressive practice. The oppression | read as being
present here 1§ related to the construction of resislance, or more preciscly the lack of same. |
apree with Bartky (1988) that 1f disciplinary practices were all that was going on, then it
makes no sense to speak of resistance al all. And beeause resistance does not exist within
the disciplinary narrative, when we think we experience something like that, using socral
consiruciionist analvsis, we are likely to conclude that our experience of resistance is an
ilusion which is simply strengthening our powerlessness, whether we realise it or not, in
other words, resisiance is uscless. T have been subject to this tvpe of reasoning in my
discussions of resistance carber 1n this chapter. I reficet upon the work which [ have had to
do in this chapter thus far, in order to try and create a platform, within social
constructionism, from which I can speak of resistance. Why was this work necessary, why
was it so difficult to reach this place, which I may or may not have achieved? What is

happenng with resistance to make 1t so seemngly inaccessible?

i think that 1s a question which 18 beyond the scope of {his present project, for the present,
however, 1 shall construct myself as having sufficient access to the phenomena resistance,
to be able to talk about it with respect to my counselling subculture. The gquestion I put to
the text then, was 'how is resistance present m the talk of the counsellor? My reading of the
text was that there were several ways in which the counsellor talked about resistance. The
most comunon expression of resistance was with respect to the practices of accountability;
"Tthink ity a waste of fime. . think it's just a matier of going through the modions and
doing the paperwork" (lines b287-289). Therc was also an expression of resistance to
patriarchal discourse " guess its moravs of our society that [ would, um that [ would be

looking at, in those things, ... (being subversive)...especially with women, There was



another type of resistance which 1 read as being present, and that was resistance to
experiencing others as trying to define the nature of the counsellor and the way in which
she worked. This type of resistance [ read as being present in the instances of the counselior
choosing to leave a work place where she was too uncomfortable with how she was

positioned; "I guess in some ways [ mean [ was lucky 1 could choose.. T didn't have 10 put

up with it (lines g148-150).

The expressions of resistance with respect to accountability 1 read as being what 1 would
term 'grumbles’, because the counsellor does not like this aspect of the work, and 1s saying
so, giving a warning growl, so to speak, but that 1s as far as it goes. There 15 no talk which
reflects that the counsellor 1s able to open up a dialogue with the instifutions which impose
the accountability, there 1s no talk which suggests that there is room for negotiation on this.
But if it goes too far, then she leaves; that 1s the action which [ read as being open to the
counscllor, that is as far as her conirol and her choices cxtend. I decided that this was the
next story, the story of the counsellor who believed herself to be self defining and
responsible, and who does not relinquish that control over her own functioning which she
constructs herself as having. ] decided to call this the story of the unyielding counselior, the
story of a worker, a woman who is not malleable to the overt power operations of
authorities that she regards as seeking to (re)define her. The untellable nature of a narrative
such as this [ think resides in the construction of a counsellor, who is this case is wornan,
who is capable of being unyielding, that 1s to say resclute, unable to be bent to the will, of
{some of} the controlling practices she 1s aware of. Such resistance in an ungendered
workforce might be construed as worker solidanity, however, in this predominantly female
workforce and in my wholly female counselling subculture, [ construct this resistance as a
feminist enterprise, which in this case is illustrated by leaving stories, stories about the
counsellorfwoman removing herself from the sphere of operations of control practices
which she does not wish to be subject to. The unyiclding counscllor thus demonstrates a
strength of mind, and according to the analysis of Irigaray (1974) this is a display of
masculine strength. The unyielding counsellor bas stepped outside her position in society,

she has trespassed into the territory of the other, she 1s being masculine.
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There are some extracts in the text which refer to leaving stories, but there are also leaving
stories which exist for the participant group. which the text 1s silent on. | know this becausc
I was part of some of those leaving stories, they are part of my shared history with the
participants. I know the participants as being a group of women who all have a4 leaving
story of some kind, whether it be leaving an employer, or choosing to no longer undertake a
certain type of work, or choosing to no longer accept a certain type of referral. In my
experience all these women have taken a stand at some stage, have said 'no, this is my
bottom line, and I refuse to let it be crossed'. Some of the examples of talk about resistance
to accountability practices, [ know of as having progressed to leaving stories, but those
stories are not explicitly told, although they are present quite strongly for me. As I read the
text and acknowledge the leaving storics which are present, the absence of the other stories
is highlighted for me, and T wonder about that absence. It occurs to me that there is a cost
associated with being unyielding if you are a woman, and that the silences I read in the text
indicate that there are wounds which are not yet fully bealed which are being protected
here. For this reason I do not consider it appropriate for me to probe any deeper into the
silence of the text on this point, I think I must respect the request for privacy [ am reading
here. However, 1 can, I think, talk about my own experience, as that is what my reading of
the text has produced for me, My reading of the text, by the absences I find there, takes me
to my own experience of a leaving story. [ realise thal I am departing from conventional
reading practise in presenting my own experience as a reading, but I also think that this
type of reading practise 18 not altogether unknown. Crotty (1998) describes a type of
interpretive reading practise called transactional reading. According to Crotty (1998) when
we read in this way; "Out of the engagement comes something quite new. The insights that
emerge were never in the mind of the author. They are not in the author's text. They were
not with us when we picked up the text to read it. They have come into being in and out of
our engagement with it" (Crotty, 1998, p. 109-110). I shall therefore be utilising a type of
‘transactional’ reading practise in adding my leaving story to those which are present in the
text. However, my first task is to look at the stories of the counsellor. Some extracts from

e text which contain fragments of the counsellior's leaving storics are reproduce 10w,
the text which contain fragments of tt ltor's 1 ¢ stories produced bel
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Extract Twenty [ines b67 o b73

p it actually felt quite safe to be working for (employer) 1o those days and 1 really
like that

1 rim

P I felt they um had a (unintelligiblic) and becausc they had tramed me there was
that decp ¥ind of Tink, plus, there was supervision

1 satsake)|

p and ap on going part of raining S0, so 1t was, that was a positive thing in my
view, in counsclling then

1 uminn

P and [ staved in that orgamisation Jong enough for 1t to become something else

1n this extract the counsellor 1s talking about work place conditions as they existed at some
time in the past, before restructuring changed the culture of the orgamsation she worked

for. The counsellor deseribes how she experienced it as being “guite safe” and that she
really liked that, and that she {elt a “deep kind of fink” with the cplover, because they had
trained her. I read this a being a reference to the personal growth that accompamed
experiential traimng, and that in sharng this growth with the organisation, there was a
sense of family, a sensc of arowing up within, a sense of belonging. This extract illustrates
for me both the invisibility and the power of disciplinary power practices. The counscllor s
talking about a time before the regime of tick box accountability' was ntroduced, 1n almost
reverent terms, as if this had been a veritable Garden of Eden of counselling. There is no
funt of disquiet about the power operations of soctety at large or the agency, or counscllors
themselves. I read this extract as desenibing a time when counsellors were allowed the
dignity of being responsible, and that responsibilily was constracled as being something
that could be trusted because 1t arosc from the positive qualities which those people had,
each of them as individuals. [ read 'leaving' in this context as being constructed as a return
io the Garden of Cden, wherc that place is a space where the counsgellor 1s not aware of

being controlled, that is to say the control praciices operating arc cavert or disciplinary.

Extract Twenty-one Lines €33 to 74

P ah, their, I think I spose what I'm saying is, it's about the system in the
organisation, and what I see in some of the organisations, 1s that, kind of]
abuse of, the counsellor, or the worker

1 minm



D umm, some of the organisations don’t ook afler their workers very good,
so that fooking after wellness

1 mmmnt

P in the, in the counsellor,

i mun

n as a fonn of supervision, 1s alse looking at the health of the organisation
as well

1 muann

) and how they are looking after their people, how they look afier their wortkers,
how they look after their people

1 mnm

p and sa ofien, so often we scem to, orgamsations secm to be looking to have a job
done, quite cheaply

i veah

) not necessarily looking after the counsellor

1 mm

P and, and [ think that comes from, from, sowe aspect of il 18 coming from
me as well

1 mimin

p because I think vou know [ worked 1in an abusive environment, in with the
{(previous employer)

1 MM

p for so jong, and so I, 1 think my, my ears arc attuned to thar.

In this extract the counsellor (now counsellor/supervisor) s talking about how she assesses
the conditions of emplovment {of her supervisees) as a means of measuring the “wellness”
of the counsellor, the assumption being that counsellors who are discounted and abused by
oppressive conditions of employment will not be able to value/support their clienis,
appropriately, because they are not being properly valued or supported The counsellor
describes how this aspect of her way of working 1s something she learned from her own
expericnee of an abusive work environment. In this extract the counsellor casts her own
experlence 1n a positive light as a learning which now enables her to aswust other
counscllors to atiend to their own wellbeing in the work place. Leaving' in this story 18

constructed as making a choice for personal wellness.
Extract Twenty-two Lines ¢94 to el 19
] Thave had a similar experience with an agency in the past

P mmnl
11 the past, where, um, people, Imean us counsellors were continually

ek -

saying
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P mnun

i the process we are aiming for, in relationship with our clients, should be
the process that the organisation works by, [ mean, 1f we are alming for
healthy respectfol, mutnally respectful

P mmm

1 relationships

P mmm

1 we need that in our work place, we need that to sort of be In all the layers

P mmm

1 but 1t seemed like, we were being expected to be treated, in one way, which
we thought wasn't very mce

P N

1 and then turn around and create this totally opposite dynamic in our work

p mmm

P veah

i and it just docsn't work like that

p 10, if one thinks, as a systems analyst, well it's not going to happen

1 mmm

P if you try and think systematically about orgamsations that expect that

1 mnm

P 1t won't happen

1 mim

p it won't happen in a month of Sundays.

In this extract there is a mirroring which occurs where the interviewer tells a story, similar
to the story which the participant has told, and the participant supports the telling of that
story, in the same way that the interviewer had previously supported her siory telling,

before using it to make a point of her own and then taking back the story telling Initiative.

In Extract Twenty-two the story 1s about aspects of the workplace enviromment which
jeopardised the counsellor/client relationship and which lead to leaving, but in this instance
1s more about the quality of mterpersonal relations rather than conditions of employment,
the missing aspect being described as "healthy respectfid, mutually respectfid..
relationships”. In the previous extract I read the abusive workplace narrative being
presented as part of a story about personal learning which lead to leaving, and which now
facilitates effective supervision. In this extract I read the abusive workplace narrative as
heing presented 1n justification of leaving. In this extract leaving 1s constructed as

something which has to be justified, and it is justified in terms of client well being, in that
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the abusive workplace tlrecatened the counsellor client relationship, and therefore

threatened the ability of the counselior to be able 1o work cffectively with ¢lients.

Twenty-three Lines gl43 o g152

P but, um there was a definite clash of cultures within the {workplace), and 1t just,
and T couldn't be bothered fighting i1, actually

1 yeah

P T didn't have to put up with it

1 nunm

P and I hated having 1o

In Extract Twenty-three [ read the counscllor as constructing hersclf as being wise and
strong and having power to choose for herselfl The counsellor had the wisdom to know
whal was happening “there was a definite clash of cultures™, and although she initially
atiributes her leaving lo 1 couldn't be bothered jighting it" she then retrames that as 7/
didn’t have to put up with it” which s a much stronger statement. The strength of that is
reinforced by 7 hated having 10" where the counsellor posiiions herself as someone who
does not have to put up with things that she hates. In this extract leaving 15 constructed as

an act of strength and power.

Extract Twenty-four Lines 0156 to gl139

p but, I didn't like, I didn't like the way they started to treat people
i mmm

1 people as units?

p yes, people as upits

In this extract the counsellor 1s giving some further information about the conditions which
lead to leaving, and in doing so is positioning herself as someone who declines to
participate 1n the abuse of others. In this extract feaving 1s constructed as an expression of
virtue, of refusing to treat people badly.

Extract Twenty-five Lines 179 to 189

p veah, [ didn't like being in the cattle or sheep drafting position {laughs)

i (Jaughs}
P through that gate, through this gate, so that was what it ended up basically



120

1 did vou find that when yvou went into private practise that vou were again able
to work in the way that you wanted?

P um, | guess that’s probably why T enjoy the (type of tunded referral) work
because you can work with people who wouldn't normally get to a counsellor

1 mmm

P a lot of people

1 T

P um, yeah, I was able to work in the way that I wanted to

In this extract the counscllor continues the theme of the abusive nature of the cuiture of the
workplace, 1.€., the way 1 which it was abusive of clients, The question the interviewer
asks In this instance 1s an mvitation to the counsellor to comment on the way she herself
was limited by the abusrve culture, in that she was not able to work in the way that she
wanted. Although the counsellor agrees that because she left she 1s now able to work inthe
way she wants to, this 18 framed mn terims of what 1s good for chients, in that it is good for
clients to be able to get counsclhng without having to pay for it. "What the counsellor wants’
18 here reframed in terms of what 1s good for the client, and leaving is constructed as being
good for the counsellor on these tenms. | read in this passage some resistance to leaving or
being sirong and powerful, purely for ones own sake, that somehow these qualities are
virlues only in the service of others. I wonder if this talking about an untellable aspect of
the unteflable story, that these counscliors, these women, may actually be strong and
unyielding on therr own account, and not because they are posttioned 1n the service of
others, as protector of the relationship between counsellor and client and thereby protector

ol the quality of service given to clients.

Extract Twenty-six Lines d309 to d337

P [ think they are learning what counsellors do, and [ mean, [ think that's what
happened with the big drive when, um {emplover) changed to (employer), for
lastance, and they got m managers and people In high positions who didn't have
a clue

1 veah

what counseliors did

mm

and so they had people like, you know, (name of consultant) and those sorts of

people actually write what counsellors did, o+ are supposed to do

= T o

1 veah
and I think that 18 what hanpens with big oreamsations now, | think that they sort
P Pp g org : 3



of have a bluc print of what they think, of what they want from counselling

3 mymnm

P and they have it all in little boxes and you tick 1t as vou do 1t, a3 you, you know,
they think you showld tick 1t as vou do it

] M

P like ACC really

I tick 1t as vou do 1t

P ves, you know

i veah

P vou know the client has to have, has to come 1o this goal, you know
this objective

1 veah

P and once they reach them, then that’s another tick that vou get in the
right bax

i so that’s about accountability?

p veah. Well | thiuk the whole area of accountabiiity came into being becausc
people, you know the hicrarchy didn't actually know

P what they were supposed to be doing

1 veah

D so accountability became something that was a way of, of, um, not making

themn look inadequate

In this extract the counselior 1s talking about the onging and funciions of accountability
describing accountability as a way of meeting specific needs of the hierarchy. The problem
which gave rise to the introduction of accountability is described as when "they got in
managers and people in high positions who didn't have a clue...what counsellors did". |
read this as describing a situation where a higrarchy was being (further) established, but
those “in high positions” found themselves powerless with respect to those whom they were
supposed to control, because they did not have the knowledge. 'Knowledge', about

counselling was something that the counsellors had, but management did not have,

The counsellor describes how the managers set about finding out what counsellors did, by
redefining it, i.c., how the managers got over the problem of not having the knowledge that
the counsellors had, by inventing their own, and saving that it was the only knowledge that
counted. Rather than find out what counsellors were actually doing, which would have
meant acknowledging the counsellors knowledge, the managers employed consultants to
provide them with mformation about the counseliors should be doing. Once the managers

had the "Alueprint” they were then able to enforce adherence to 1, and the accountability



practices werce borne. The managers had solved their problem, had taken back the power,
by defining what was knowledge; "Well [ think the whole area of accountability came into
being because people, vou fnow the hierarchy didn't actually know what they were
supposed to be doing... s0 accountability became something that was a way of, of um, not
making them look inadequate”. The counsellor 1s inferrng that accountability empowercd
management. My experience of this accountability as a counsellor was that that these
practices disempowered me. Regardless of how one constructs the change, from which side
of the equation the change if being cxperienced, my reading is that the power differential

was increased, with respect to the 1ssues under debate

I read the counsellor here as saying that the accountability practices were a consequence of
the managers need to know what counsellors did. I think that there 1s another reading
possible here, and that is that power rather than knowledge was the motivation, (presuming
that these two can be considered to be separate). Within the restructuring the managers
experienced themselves as being positioned so as to (supposed to) have power over
counsellors, but experienced themselves as being poweriess, with respect to counsellors on
the 1ssue of knowing what counsellors did. As 1 described earlier in this chapter, [ believe
that accountability practices constitute an exercise of sovereign power, and their function is
to institute and maintain power relations. According to this analysis the purchase of the
blueprint was to enable accountability to be put in place, and the function of that
accountability was to subjugate the counsellors. Once this had happened the managers were

able to say that they knew what counsellors did, but that was a consequence of their power

practices.

[ shall end this section by giving some description of my own leaving story, which starts
with an ariving story. After being involved in Marriage Guidance in Hamilton for some
years, [ arrived in Blenheim and became involved in that organisation here. One of the first
differences [ noticed in the smaller centre was that there seemed to be a shortage of
personnel to fill all the functions within the organisation, and so most people had multiple
roles, 'all hands to the pump as they say'. [ found myself working as a counsellor and a

tutor, helping out on reception, and sitting on the Executive Cominittee, the Professional



Practices Committec and the Training Committce. Most of the other counsellors were
wearing the same number of hats. [ realise that this was not necessarily the situation which
exisled in the larger cenires and may well have not been happening i other smaller centres
either, but it happened here. The point about this is that, even though the design of the
organisation allowed for hicrarchical structure. having the same persons present on all
levels effectively disrupted any power hicrarchy. In summary then, I found myself working
in an orgamsation where there was no power hicrarchy and we all credited ourselves and
cach other as being very responsible, and accountability (in the sense that I have been
discussing) was not something which figured largely m my experience of the work. [
cach person had only had one role, one hat, so to speak then it 15 possible that Txecutive
Commuittee could have been able to have power over Professional Practices Committes and
Traming Committec and all those conmmittees could have had power over counsellors, but
this was not the case. Another difference about the orgamsation at that time was that
although the local organisation was affitliated to the national body, we were financially and

administratively antonomons.

And then things started to change. Finances and admintsfration were centralised in
Wellinglon. All our local committees were disbanded, and the national commitiees we were
placed 1n relationship with did not share power in the way that we were used to. I belicved
1t was somcthing to do with the distance and the anonymity of those committees that they
scemed 1o be bappy to issue edicts on a take 14 or leave 1t basis, As a counsellor I became a

'service delivery worker' no more, no less. Previously 1 had been in charge of publicity,

now [ wasn't allowed to make statements to the paper, or talk on radio, T was not allowed to

speak for the organisation, I had been muted. Apparently I no longer knew what it was al)

about, I could not be trusted to speak. "What 11 was all about' was now something that could

only be known by the experts in Wellington. {n short 1 found myself positioned very close

to the bottom of a large hicrarchical orgamsation, which scemed to be growing itself new

tayers all the time, and none of them on a local level. The space provided formeto be a

'service delivery worker’ seemed to shrink and become bounded by non negotiable

condilions. | found myself Increasingly being required to account for myself in my work,

and the ctfect of that accountability for me was to (attenpt to} construct mysell as a type of
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hollow empty counsellor, as having no personal or mner qualitics that mattered, as not
knowing how to do my job, as not being able to be trusted. [ resisted, we all did, we wrote
letiers, they 1gnored them, we spoke at annual conferences, and then they did away with

annual conferences. Fventually, 1 left.

After ] had lefi T can remembeoer getting back in touch with, reconnecting with some of the
people who had becn on the committecs | had been part of betore the restrocturing, and
upon telhing them [ had left, heanng several of them say 10 me 'what took you so long?'
Looking back now ! find that really intercsting, because that 1s exactly what many of my
women clients describe to me, when thev reconmect with women {tiends after leaving an

abusive refationship, that their friends say to them "what took vou so long?'.

Making this connection raises several of 1ssues for me, 1ssucs about the construction of
‘taking care of the relanonship' as women's work, and the consequent construction of the
breakdown of the relationship as being move of a reflection of a fatlure on her part,
espeerally 1f 'she’ 15 a counsellor, then "she' 1s supposed to know about relationships, to be
able to make them work, regardless. And that 1s why 'she’ staved/stays so long, trving to
make it work. [ would like to be able to say that eventuaily the woman/counsellor is able lo
give herselt permission to look after herself, rather than the refationship, but [ know that
with my women clienls, if there are children present, then leaving 15 usually constructed as
being about looking after them, and in the counscllors leaving stories there ave places where
leaving 1s constructed as being about looking after the chients. Looking back from this
vantage point | would like to construct my leaving as being about 'me’, but | suspect  had a
need to demonstrate to someone, that | could not be pushed around, forever, that T had
bottom line, that I was capable of bang unyielding. 1 suspect that my hypothetical
‘audience’ for this demonsiration was women i1 the cormmnunity who were in abusive

relationships, so I oo was using the helping discourse to support my unyvieldingness.

There are other 1ssucs which are raised for me m this discussion, for example the use of the
metaphor 'the relationship’ Lo describe the other 1n the power relationship, (sumilar to the

use of the metaphor 'the family' to represent patriarchal authority in fundamentalist



Chnstian politics). However 1t 1s not my intention o enter into that type of discursive
analysis here. The absences T read in the text brought me to my leaving story, and now my
own leaving story has brought me once again to consider the process(s) of counselling, n
tlis instance as represented by women clients who may or may not be leaving abusive

relationships.

Earlier in this chapter [ {alked about counsellors working to support clients to reposition
ihemselves in thew sclf constructions and thereby reconstruct the problem. [t seems clear to
nie now that any problem which 1s able to be worked on in this way is a problem which in
the first 1nstance originates m disciphnary power practices, because 1 is the normative gaze
of the panoptic observer which undergocs change. Thig raiscs the mteresiing question of
what happens to disciplinary power practices which originate in ihe dominant culture, when
the individual (partially) repositions themselves in a subculture and that shift in perspective
exposes, to the individual some of the hitherto masked power operations of the dominant
culture. Resistance 1s now possible, but does that mean that the power practisc in dispute 1s
now g type of sovereign power practice, because it is now experienced as overt? Foucault
(1993) talks about the construction of an 'outlaw’ class of persons, persons who are outside
the nonmal controls of society. T wonder 11 this means that when a person 'sees through' a
covert power practise, they arve then, by society and themselves, constructed as a type of
outlaw, and that that drviding practise 1s accompanied by forms of punishment which
subjugate the person. The effect of this type of mechanism would be that mdividuals who
see through coverl power operations would be automatically be constructed as
disempowered. If a person experiences power practices as overt, and still complics for fear
of pumyshment, then punishiment arrives nevertheless, facilitated by the narrative of the
autonomous self determining individual. If we arc 'supposed’ be self determining and vet
we experience oursclves as complying out of fear, then accordmg to the narrative of the

autonomous individual we are weak, we are powerless.

According to this analysis the difference between a person who complies through a
mofivation to be a good normal person, and a person who complies out of fear of being

punished, is that the person who fears punishment will cxperience themsclves as powerless.



What happens to the person who ceases to comply? Presumably they are no longer
disempowered by the narrative of the autonomous self, but they are still outlaw, and may be
subject to sanctions, and experience themselves as being punished by society for not
conforiming. Examples of sanctions would be a situation of a counselior who chose not to
be subject to the power operations of ACC or the Family Court, finding themselves
restricted to working with clients who can afford to pay, or; 2 woman with young children
who chooses 1o leave an abusive relationship, experiencing the limitations of living on the
benefit. Here the namrative of the antonomous individual works to provide a rationale for

making such punishment 'worth it".

The narrative of the autonomous idividual thus plays an important role in compliance with
covert power practices and resistance to overt power practices. It also functions to produce
disempowerment in persons who can 'see through' disciplinary power operations, {outlaws
by thought) and to produce a tolerance of punishiment and powerlessness in persons who

cease to comply, (outlaws by deed).

In summary then the narrative of the unyielding counsellor 15 a story about a woman who
constructs herself as an autonomous individual. Access to different points of view, different
subcultures, for instance, how things were in the past, can facilitate a seeing through or
desconstruction of prevailing dominant culture disciplinary power practices, for example,
accountability. The narrative of the autonomous individual constructs the (newly) overt
power practices as abusive, The need to resist the abuse/accountability practices results in
leaving because there is no 'change society' option, no 'change the system' option available.

In this narvative the counsellor 18 reproducing the stories of her women clients who are in

abusive relationships.



Chapter Eight: Final Analyscs

In this project T have analysed counseliors stories about being a counsellor. My tnterest in
these stories was m what might be able to be read through them about the power relations
counsellors are involved . Recent changes in the rules and regulations pertaiming to
counselling had cansed me to wonder about the implications of those changes for
counscllors. I was interested 1o know whether counsetlors experienced those changes as a
form of power taking or {aitcmptled) control by the various regulatory authorities, and if

they did, whether they resisted, and 1f resistance was present, what form it took.

From my analysis of the stories of the counsellor [ have constructed stories about power
relations. Tn this final chapter it 1s my task to draw together and analyse those stores about
power relations and reach some conclusions about the power praclices surrounding the
counsellor. In abstracting stories about power relations from the stortes of the counsellor 1
am moving further towards the critical realism end of my epistemological continuum,
beeause, as | described in Chapter One, [ believe that power relations have a ditferent type
of ontological status from the stories which reflect/construct them, that is to sav [ believe

that power refations are more 'real'.

In Chapier Five 1 began deseribing the stories of the counscllor by introducimg the story of
the counselior as double agent. This is the story of the counsellor who promotes the
importance of training and qualifications io one audience, society at large, while al the
same tyoe promoting the over ridimg mmportance of the mtangible quality of relationship to

the in-group audience of other counsellors.

The first story about power relations | constructed in Chapter Five was the story about the
state, represcnied by training institutions and regulatory authorities promoting and
enforcing a domnnant narrattve aboul training and quatifications being necessary for client
safely, that 1s, constracting the clients as being the beneficiaries of counscllors training and
qualifications. [ argued that this dominant narrative worked to mask both the benefits to

counsellors and the benefits to the state, and concluded that through this narrative the slate

=%
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was able to use the client safcty discourse to render counsellors powerless. This analysis
(re)constructed the training and qualifications narrative as  working, not to make
counsellors more effective in their work, but to make counsellors more easily controlied.

The power relation between counsellor and state here 1s one of dominance and control.

There 1s another story about power relations able to be read in my discussions of the
narrative fragments about training and qualifications, and that is the story about what
happens to the relationship between counsellors when they engage with the dominant
narrative. In Chapter Five I describe how the counsellor at times does 'gate keeping' talk,
that is, making judgements aboul what training and gualtfications other counsellors needed
to have in order to be proper bona fide counsellors. I regard this type of talk as being part of
horizontal hostility power relations. As I read 1i, after engaging with the dominant narrative
which positions them as powerless in relation to the state, counsellors attempt to take power
in relation to each other, by engaging in horizontal hostility. I regard horizontal hostility as
operating to collude with and strengthen the power relations constituted in the dominant
narrative because it directs counsellor's attentions away from the primary source of their
oppression, and presents a picture of counsellors themselves as being the prime movers in

the push for more stringent requirements. Both of these consequences of horizontal hostility

work to mask the power operations of the state.

The theme of horizontal hostility is continued 1n the next story about power relations which
15 able to be read in Chapter Five. In my analysis of Extract One I refer to the status
associated with being able to work at a deeper level, the status symbol of the
psychoanalytical modalities. In my analysis of the extracts valuing relationship I refer to the
status associated with having done ones own personal growth and being authentic and
congruent, the status symbol associated with the humamist modalities. The status symbol of

experience and maturation is also present in these discussions.

All of these status symbols are part of horizontal hostility dynamics to the extent that they
facilitate the counsellor both to promote her own expertise and to judge other counsellors.

These status narratives also construct power relations between counsellor and chient. In
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Chapter Five ] made the suggestion that Rogerian or humantst modalities may not function
as control devices as effectively as psychoanalytical modalities, becanse they were
relationship based, rather than being based on a structural model. T think it 18 important here
to make a distinction between inferred power relations between state and clienl and those
between counsellor and client. By suggesting that Rogerian counselling may be less
effective as a vehicle for the control of client by state, I was not meaning to imply that in
Rogerian counselling the power relations between counsellor and client have substantively
less of a power differential than that in psychoanalytical modalities. The psychodynamic
status of being able do something to ancther person, to see mto another person, and in
domng so, do something that they are unable to do for themselves constructs the client as
powerless in relation to the counsellor. On the surface of 1t the Rogerian status of being
able to do something to oneself as a counsellor, of being able to know cneself may seem
like a different dynamic to the psychodynamic one, but in essence what the Rogerian
counsellor 1s saying 1s that, becanse I am healthy and | am capable of having healthy
relationships with others, you can be made healthy by having a relationship with me, and
this also constructs the client as powerless in relation to the counselior. T read the

performance of relationship here as functioning in the same way as the perfonmance of

being able to see into the depths of the other.

The next stories about power relations which can be read in my discussions in Chapter Five
are the stories which can be inferred by reading 'invisibility' as meaning the same as
secrecy. I reasoned that if the relationship aspect of counselling was a 'secret’ as in the
'secrets’ of abusive power relations, then this could indicate that in the relationship aspect of
counselling 'the connection' functions as a form of abuse. While [ have acknowledged that
there are parallels between this scenario and abuse, | would point out that the power
relations of this scenario are also indistinguishable from those of the parenting relationship,
which can involve having power over and denying choices, and which, depending on the
age of the child, can be both of those things without being considered abusive.

Another reading of secrecy presented in Chapter Five was that it was associated with a

form of résistance, in that practising 'the connection' was a form of horizontal

communication which the hierarchy attempted to outlaw. The power relations inferred here



are about the system being in a position of dominance and (attempted) control over both

counscllor and chient, and both counsellor and client resisting.

The last scenanio associated with the abuse reading presented in Chapter Five was the story
about the system killing off' the mner person within the setting of the ‘cure', for the
strategic purposc of constructing the counscllor as being sotely responsible for bringing
about change within the client. This use of power over was deemed to bo 'abuse’ in my
discussions in Chapter Five and [ find it miteresting 1o reflect on why [ used that label in
this mnstance. [ could say that it was the covert nature of the scenario I constructed, or

because of the denial implicd, but according o Foucault (1993), these are the general

abuse or oppression for exaroples of the use of power which 1 find distasteful. I also think
that the use of negative deseriptors to describe examples of the use of power could be a
form of resistance which 13 an mdication that the author believes that there could possibly
be a case for arguing aganst that particular power practise. It is also possible that the
occasional use of negative deseriptors for particutar power practices performs the function
of localising the 'bad’ in power use Lo those examples, thereby protecting all other examples

of power use from such scrutiny.

The final slory about power relations T take from my discussion in Chapter Five features the
scenario where accountability, being & form of sovercign power, has taken over from
responsibility, being a form of disciplinary power, within the relationship between the
system/the state, and the counsellor. This 1s a theme which I retum to and further develop
faler. Both disciplinary power and sovereign power represent power relations of dominance
and conirol, the difference being the manncr in which control 1s exercised. Disciplinary
power operations construct the individual as having a mind, an inner person, like the
psychoanalytical self, whereas sovereign power operations construet individuals as being
more like the behavioural self, acting and reacting in a more superficial mechanistic way
than the reasoned morality' of the responsible individual. According to this analysis both
responsibility and accountability arc control practises but only accountability 1s expericneed

as such.



To summarise, the power relalions constructed in my analysis of the counsellor as double
agent are on the whole stories which focus on the relalionship between the state and the
counsellor and present this relationship as one of dominance and control. Tlowever, as |
have peinted out, the relationship beiween the counsclior and the chient 15 also
asymmetrical with respect to power and whether [ regard this as domunance and control or
some other more benevolent tvpe of power aver, the power dynamic 1s the same in that the
counsclior 18 thus positioned as intermediary 1 a power hierarchy between stale and client.
It would seem inevitable then that counscllors are part of a process by which the siate

controls mdeviduals, but 1s that necessarily so, or necessarily the only process happenimg?

believe that the counsellor a double agent s able to disrupt the 'control® which flows
through the power lnerarchy, to some cxtent, simply because she 1s a double agent, (hat 1s
to say two people, occupying two positions 11 the power hicrarchy. My reading of the
counsellor as double agent 1s that the counsclior who relates to the authorities and to society
at laroc is not quite the same person who relates to other counscliors and clients. [ think thar
that shift, that repositioning, however subile, acts as a buffer, dislancing the power practices
of the state 1n relation £o the counsellor from the way that power is exercised by the

counsellor in relailon to the client.

This analysis constructs the duality of the counsellor as double agent as a form of
resistance, as a way of complving with those who are more powerful while at the same time
providing some protection for the relationship with those who are less powerful. The
counsellor as double agent therefore both confirms the analysis of Rose (1989) and
challenges it. The position of the counselior as intermediary m the power hicrarchy 18
consistent with the analysis of Rosc (1989} but the duality of that positioning supports an

alternative scenario as [ have deseribed above.

It seems clear to me that the covert/disciplinary power practices of the state which construct
the counscllor as self determining and responsible witl impact on the client without either

the counsellor or the client being aware of them. However the more overt/sovereign power



practices of the state which are experienced as power taking by the counsellor, and called
accountability, are by virtue of their visibilily, able to be resisted. Ironically, in the 'good
old days' (according to the counsellor) when responsibility was the onty form of control, the
descriptions which Rose (1989) provides of psychologists were more likely to have been
true of counsellors. However, since the since the introduction of accountability, the 'flow of
control’ 1s more likely to be acknowledged and disrupted by the counsellor. That ‘thing,
accountability which the counscllor resented so strongly 1s actually what rescues the

counsellor, in a sense, from being an unknowing puppet of the state, because the overt

contro] practices open a window into the character of the power relationship.

To summarisc, [ believe that the analysis of Rose (1989) could be applicable to counsellors
to the extent that they are controlled by disciplinary power practices. However, I believe
that many of the new power practices associaled with the changes 1n the counselling
industry are sovereign in character, visible and able to be resisted. In my Introduction I
assumed that the new rules and regulations pertaining to counsellors were a disciplinary
apparatus, and this caused me to wonder if [ had been mistaken about counsellors offering
resistance to those changes. It now seems clear to me that those new rules and regulations
are a control mechanism which is more sovereign than disciplinary in character, and
therefore [ have more confidence that that which 1 read as resistance was not simply a

comforting illusion, or at least not exclusively so.

In Chapter Six I analysed stories which I read as being part of the narrative of the

unsupported counselior, the untold story of the vulnerable counsellor.

The first narrative around power relations which I constructed in that analysis was about the
disempowering consequences for the counsellor, of the way the object 'counsellor’ was
constructed, namely as a person who has to be strong, and has to stay the same, in relations
with clients. Although it may appear that to be constructed as having to be strong would be
empowering, to my 'counsellors logic' this is not so. My counsellors logic would suggest
that all persons have strengths and vulnerabilities and we are at 2 disadvantage in any

relationship where we are required to suppress either of these, regardless of whether 1f 1s the
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strength or the valnerability. It could also be argued from a psychodynamic point of view
that the imbalance in relations with the client sets up and maintains the inbalance in the
counsellor/system relations. This 1s 1o say what the counsellor represses in relation to the
client 1s expressed in relations with the system. This psychodynamic interpretation of the
power dynamics between system counsellor and client offers a radically different
explanation of 'power hierarchy' from that used in my previous discussions. Is the
psychodynamic reading incompatible with the social constructionist one? It might be, but
only if I was restricted to unitary realities, and I am not. Actually I think that there 1s an
interesting reading to be made here by combining both psychodynamic and social
constructionist constructions, a reading that plays on the different types of realitics. 1 could
for instance suggest a scenario whereby ‘the system' believing in the ‘reality’ of the defence
mechanism of displacement, constructs counsellors as regnired to repress their vulnerability
in relations with clients in the expectation that this will then cause the counsellor to

displace their valnerability from the relationship with clients into the relationship with the

system.

The next story about power relations constructed in my discussion of Chapter Sixis cna
similar theme and is told in the story about where counsellors are allowed to practice their
skills, that is, who or what 1s the proper subject of the counsellors attentions. 1 concluded
that counsellors were allowed to have and use knowledge only 1n the counselling room, in

relations with persons whom society has constructed as dysfunctional and therefore of no

importance.

I think that there is another reading to be made here concerning why the counsellor's skills
must be so contained and controlled. Given that the majority of counsellors are women [
think it is possible to construct counsellors are being the philosophical/spiritual descendants
of witches or wise women. According to this analysis society might be expected to fear the
skills of the counsellor and require those skills to be restricted for particular purposes. From
a psychoanalytical perspective the collective guilt borne by society about how wise women
have been treated in the past would strengthen the fear, This reading of why counsellors

skills need to be contained feeds into another larger narrative involving psychodynamic
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analysis of gender relations. From a psychoanalytical perspective the need 1o control 1s fear
based. In the construction of the femune' patriarchal socicty locates nature, darkness and
the unknown within that object, (Ingaray, 1974) all of which are feared, bence 1n the
control of 'the femimne' patriarchal socicty achieves mastery of all those fears. By
displacing the fear of things which canmot be controlled onto something which can be

controlled, patriarchal society maintains an offective defence against its own vulnerability.

The above analysts might supgest that n taking power over women, patriarchal soctety is
reversing a pre-existing power relation which favoured women, inferring a sort of
equivalence overall with respect to power, but this 1s not the case. That which had/hag
power over patriarchal society was/1s naturce, darkness and the unknown, not women.
Women are not those things. Women may be constructed to be those things, women mav be

feared as though they were those things, but they are not those things.

This story of power refations positions counsellors/wormen as victims of society, but almost
accidental victims. In this scenarto women are disempowered not because patriarchal
society needs them to be, per se, but becausce that society needed to construct a defence
against ils vulnerability and controlling women was sumply part of the means to that end.
This 15 a psychoanalytical narrative where the primary relationship is between patriarchal

sociely and 1ts own colleclive unconseious.

To sumrmnarise, the stories of power relations able to be read in my analysis of the
counsclior's untold story describe a relationship between the counsellor/woman and
patriarchal society, which is secondary or auxtliary to the relattonship between patriarchal
saciety and 1ts collective unconscious. In this relationship the counsellor/woman represents
an object used 1 the construction and maintenance of a defence mechanism. This
positioning of women as object has parallels to the scenario described by [rigaray (19835a)
who described womendthe ferninine as a form of currency used by men to achieve siatus in
relationship with other men. The shift to psychoanalvtical perspective here constructs a

scenario where the analysis of Rose (1989) 1s no longer refevant. When the power practices



of soctety arc consiructed as being ultimately sclireflexive the hicrarchy which Rose

)89) based bis arguments on is not present i the same way.
(19893 ¢ 5 auments o1 1s not present n the same way

The first story about power relations contained in my discussions i Chapler Seven 15 the
story of the deconstructionist counsellor, the counsellor who, hike the counsellor as double
agent, uses duality or multiplicity as a mechanism of resistance. The deconstructionist
counsetlor functions 1n a radically diffcrent way to that deseribed by Rose {1989). This
counsellor does not attermpt 1o normalise clients by changing their behaviour but seeks (o
normalisc the behaviour by facilitating access to alternative cultural perspectives. [
categorise this way ol working as a form of reststance because in my experience both
counselior and client are fully aware of what the mainstream or dominant perspective 1s,
and the option to attempt to normalise the client to that culture 1s always present, but 1s

rgjected.

This 1llustrates the theme that speaks to mie in the power stories contained in Chapter
Seven, and that is a theme of the counsellor turning away from socicty, turming back to

hersclf, returning to her clients.

The next story about power relations in Chapter Seven is contained in my conciuding
cominents on the relationship between disciplinary power practices and sovereign power
practices. This is a power relation on a different level, one located within academia, which

cxpericneed the impact of as [ tried to make sensc of stories of resistance. | argued that the

Lh

1

faiture of Foucault (1993) to acknowledge the operations of sovereign power in the modern

conlext, and the uncntical import of s ideas mto the theory of soctal constructionism, had

the effect of suppressing ideas and talk about resistance, and I experienced that as
oppressive. If the disciplinary narrative was the only story aboul power relations we had
access to then it made no sense to speak of resistance. 1t was as if

TFoucault (19935) had explained the nature of power operations to us and cnhanced our

understanding of the same purely {or the pourpose of strengthening our powerlessness. This

interprefation constructs the adoption of the disciplinary narrative as the only explanation of

power practices as a power and control device w itsclf, coftuding with the state.



If I assume that there always have been persons who were considered as being capable of
being 'responsible’ and persons who were considered to be incapable in this regard, and 1
think that this 15 quite a safe assumption, then it would follow that that there always have
been control practices which worked through indoctrination into cultural norms as well as
other more obvious control practices. It puzzles me as to why Foucault (1995}, Rose (1989)
and many social constructionist authors since, have ignored the 'responsible ones', the
ones on whom control must be enforced from outside because they have no 'self control’,
that is to say no 'self discipline. To my way of thinking classifying (some) people in this
way has always been a feature of our society, constructing a class of persons for whom the
indoctrination process might be said to have failed, a failure which is usually attributed to

the characteristics of the individual concemned.

I wonder if this is an instance of cultural blindness? Did all those authers live in uniiform
cultures where everyone was ‘responsible'? Did they not have colleagues friends or family
who were at varions times constructed as 'inferiors' or 'outlaws'? Or, 111 a parallel to the
phallocentric outlook, did those authors consider that even if those other, incapable ones
did exist, then they were not normal and did not need to be taken into account. This is a
rather paradoxical scenario to be proposing for authors who (purport to) acknowledge that

normality 1s socially constructed.

Or, to adopt the psychoanalytical perspective again, is this an instance where all persons
could be considered to be both responsible and irresponsible, that is to be indoctrinated, but
imperfectly so. It would follow then that the society would 'split and project' and
acknowledge only its responsible-ness, the disciplinary narrative, and project ts
irresponsible-ness, the sovereign narrative, onto a particular sub-population where it could
be contained and controlled. In Chapter Seven 1 refer to some sub-populations who are

more likely to be subject to sovereign power practices.

The stories about power relations contained in my analysis of the unyielding counsellor are

stories about the counsellor taking back power over her work practise by choosing to leave



work situations where she expetiences oppressive power and control. This 1s a story of a
person making changes so as to avoid being subject to sovereign power practices. I decided
that this was the untellable story because the 1dea of a woman who 1s capable of being
unyielding is untellable in patriarchal society, or at least untellable if she wants to continue
to be constructed as a woman. | think that female persons can be unyielding but they run
the risk of being punished for being so, by being stripped of any claims to womanhood,
without being allowed into manhood, either, so they are left with nothing, bereft of the

currency of gender construction.

[ think there is another scenario which could make this story unteliable, this time untellable
to me as analyst, and that 1s that the retreat, the turning back, the taking back power process
here is actually a movement from a location where both disciplinary power and sovereign
power practices are operating to a location where only disciplinary power practices operate.
Is this a back to square one' scenario? Is this a back to the 'gsood old days/bad old days'
scenario? Has the analysis of Rose (1989) 'come home to roost' as they say? Has the
unyielding counsellor used her sirength to take me back to that place I was trying to get

away from in the first place? Maybe yes and maybe no.

Disciplinary power practices are not the culture of a society, they are only the vehicle for
the inscription of culture in the individual. What that process produces could be anything,
depending on the nature of the culture. The unyielding counsellor would end up occupying
that space Rose (1989) saw psychologists occupying if, and only if, the culture she operated
from inside the counselling room, was exclusively the mamstream or dominant culture. [ do
not think that this 1s the case. As [ discussed in Chapter Seven in my descriptions of the
deconstructionist counsellor 1 believe that counsellors have access to a variety of different
perspectives, and I mentioned feminist culture and abuse survivor culture as two examples.
[ also believe that there 1s such a thing as counselling culture per se, and that generally
speaking, counsellors look at the world differently from the mainstream, irrespective of

whether or not they are feminist or work with abuse survivors. In that sense counselling

tself could be said to be a subculture.



Therefore | conclude that the analysis which Rose (1989) applies to psychologists may not
be applicable to the unyielding counsellor who has moved herself into private practise and
away from publicly funded counselling, not because there are no disciplinary power
practices operating to construct her sense of responsthility m her work, but because the
culture she is expressing/constructing in her experience of self responsibility 15 not (solely)

the mainstream or dominant cullure.

What overall conclusions smight be drawn then aboul the power practices which construct

the counsellor whose stories [ have presenied?

Fiestly, 1t 1s quite clear to me that the counsellor operates within the culture of the
autonomous individual. Although the counsellor secms to operate at times i ways which
acknowledge multipie realities in relations with ciients, she does not gencrally speaking
tuke the social constructionist perspective, at least not with respect to the nature of her own
self. In her relations with the state/the system, the counsellor places a high value on being

self determinming.

Sccondly, another 'reality’ which seems to me to be very clearly demonstrated 1n the various
layers of storics 1 have presented 15 that the counsellor has no awareness of the operations
of disciphnary power practices 1n those tiines when she experiences herself functioning as a
responsible individual. At these times the counsellor experiences herself as unconstrained
and free to excrelse her personal judgentent. This aspeet of reality’ which [ have
discovercd/constructed here is consistent with the analyses of both Foucault (1995) and
Rosc (1989}, The counsclior associates this type of {reedom with the counselling industry
prior to the restructurings and introduction of new rules and regulations which have

happened over the fast few vears.

When the sovereign power practices of accountability were introduced the counsellor
experienced herself as being subject to control practices and resented and resisted these.

The counscllor considered that the control practices ol accountability were the introduction



of state control, rather than a change from solcly covert to both covert and overt power

practices by the state in its relations with counsellors.

The strategic withdrawal of the unyielding counsellor to a location where accountability
practices were mimmised was experienced by the counsellor as a move back to a location

of freedom and personal responsibility,

I consider that it is posstble that, at those times when the counsellor experiences herself as
having the freedom to be responsible, the counsellor is functioning is a way which is
consistent with the analysis of Rose (1989), however, this would be dependant on the
counsellor operating exclusively within the mainstream or dommant culture in her relations
with clients. When the counsellor utilises a variety of different perspectives in her work,
and at times uses this cultural diversity to construct acceptance for behaviours which the
mainstream nught otherwise construct as problem, then [ do not think 1t can be said that she

is colluding with the dominant culture in the production of normal individuals.
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