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ABSTRACT

Through post-structuralist theory this study offers a critical view of relationships between
self and psychotherapy. It suggests that ‘belief systems’ concerning the self are embodied
in institutional and technical practices through which forms of individuality are specified
and governed. It proposes that psychotherapy, as ‘modern knowledge and expertise’ of
the psyche plays a role in the stimulation of subjectivity. Making use of narrative inquiry
and psychotherapeutics as devices of access to self engagement, it argues that
psychotherapeutics are psychological intervention technologies of domination and power
functioning to assist the assemblage of selves. The study originates through the
assumption that psychological knowledge contributes to the way we are in the world, and

that we are often produced with little knowledge of production processes.

Concern with subjectification of self, and relationships between assembling of selves and
psychological intervention strategies designed to assist assemblage, warrants theoretical
discussion combined with an ethnomethodological participant observation strategy.
Through a re-presentation and interrdgation of contemporary post-structuralist debate on
the constitution of self the study considers therapeutic process as a situated product of
temporal discursive practices of technology and power and delivery of subjectified self as
a terrain of understanding through which psychotherapeutics perform, both as
interpretative technology and producer. Narrative is deliberated as an assembling and
organising device through which meaning-making can be accessed. Processes of
subjectification are constituted through a participant observation study of four
psychotherapeutic practices offered through training institutions in New Zealand. They
are Bioenergetic Analysis, Gestalt, Narrative Therapy, and Psychodrama. Engagement
with training programmes produces five discrete narratives that articulate and reflect on
the experience of self in relation to these technologies. The study analyses processes of
subjectification through interpretation of the narratives. In particular, interpretation draws
attention to issues of embodiment, multiplicity, constraint, and positioning, suggesting that

they are articulated through power relations, questions of authority, and of legitimacy.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCING THE SUBJECT

This is a study about self. It is about my self, your self, our selves. Technically the study is
concerned with the subjectification and constitution of self, and the relationship between
the assembling of selves and psychological intervention technologies designed to assist
assemblage. The study is articulated through a post-structuralist standpoint but also
makes use of narrative inquiry and psychotherapeutics as devices of access to self
engagement. | will argue that post-structuralism produces access to subjectification,
construction, and issues of power and domination. Narrative acts as both organising
strategy and meaning-making device. Psychotherapeutics are employed as technologies
of domination through which subjectification of self can be accessed. It is an evolving
study, enabled through each device to emerge as a treatise of self.

The study originates through the assumption that psychological knowledge contributes to
producing the way we are in the world, and that we are often produced with little
knowledge of production processes. It comes through the idea that ‘belief systems’
concerning the self are embodied in institutional and technical practices (for example,
spiritual, medical, political, economic) through which forms of individuality are specified
and governed (Rose, 1990).

My interest in relationships between the constitution of self and psychological intervention
technologies designed to assist such constitution inspired me to contest the arrangements
which have been invented for us, and aroused curiosity about re-invention. As an
academic and a practicing and training psychotherapist, a particular focus is the
‘technology’ of psychotherapy, and the proposal that psychotherapy, as ‘modern
knowledge and expertise’ of the psyche plays a role in the stimulation of subjectivity, for

example, promoting self-inspection and self-consciousness, and shaping desires.

Consequently the study argues that psychotherapeutics are psychological intervention
technologies/apparatus of domination and power, designed to assist the assemblage of
selves (Rose, 1990). However, despite orbiting psychotherapeutics, it soon becomes
apparent that discussion concerning self produces self as a point of convergence and



focus of research with other constructs serving as devices of access rather than principal
performers.

As far as linearity is concerned, during Chapter Two readers will enjoy a re-presentation
and interrogation of contemporary post-structuralist debate upon the constitution of self; in
Chapter Three, consideration of therapeutic process as a situated product of temporal
discursive practices of technology and power, and, in Chapter Four, delivery of subjectified
self as a terrain of understanding through which psychotherapeutics perform, both as
interpretive apparatus and producer. In order to access processes of subjectification |
discuss, in Chapter Five, relationships between narrative metaphor, psychology, and post-
structuralism, including ethnographic and participant observation strategies which | use to
access prevalent psychotherapeutic practices offered through training institutions in New
Zealand; specifically Bioenergetic Analysis, Gestalt, Narrative Therapy, and Psychodrama.
| engage directly with each training programme emerging with five discrete narratives that
articulate and reflect on the experience of self in relation to these technologies. These
narratives serve as assembling strategies through which, during Chapter Twelve,
processes of subjectification are interpreted, and exposed as politicised. In particular,
interpretation draws attention to issues of embodiment, multiplicity, constraint, and
positioning, suggesting that they are articulated through power relations, questions of
authority, and of legitimacy.

| specify linearity because you will have a different experience to mine. The narratives of
exposure which you will read after a theoretical presentation were completed in the early
days of literature searches and contemplation, when the encompassing work was barely
dreamed of. They are constituted through Chapters Seven, Eight, Nine, Ten, and Eleven.
For now, it is probably enough to know that they are coming, as their constitution and
articulation is discussed in detail in Chapter Six.

Reading accessibility is promoted in the following few pages through which | locate my
understanding of positions | have appropriated for articulation of the work. This should
serve to contextualise my approach and may be useful for reader orientation. My account
is far from exhaustive and | am reminded of the familiar colloquialism ‘the map is not the
territory’. Although | found that the positions articulated below enabled this investigation,



they are, by no means, restrictive. The map is but the beginning of a journey which | hope
you will find as intriguing as | have.

| attend to the work through a notion of post-structuralism as a device of interruption and
deconstruction of taken-for-granted assumptions (Parker, 1999b; Parker, Georgaca,
Harper, McLaughlin, & Stowell-Smith, 1995). Emerging through a “loose” collection of
theoretical positions (Gavey, 1989), post-structuralism understands knowledge as
contextually constructed, culturally produced historical artefacts of relationship where
meaning is multiple, shifting, and often contradictory (Henwood, Griffin, & Phoenix, 1998).
It is not unusual for post-structuralist work to adopt an inquiring and questioning approach.
Features include interpretation of relations between power and knowledge, social
relations, subjectivity and social practices (Bannister, Burman, Parker, Taylor, & Tindall,
1994; Foucault, 1980; Parker, 1992; Weedon, 1987). | interpret post-structuralism as
producing access to differing epistemological and ontological relationships through various
frames of reference. Knowledge is understood as construction, rather than a given
waiting to be discovered. Texts are understood as cultural products, historical artefacts,
rather than stable, truthful and enduring.

A post-structuralist standpoint offers access to the production of alternative knowledges,
challenges the authority of dominant discursive accounts, and opens conditions of
possibility for relationships of difference and conceptual shifts (Drewery, Winslade, &
Monk, 2000; Henwood et al., 1998). Hence, it is an appropriate standpoint for a study
which challenges traditional understandings of self, and psychotherapeutics. In particular,
post-structuralism offers a position of articulation which enables, rather than constrains,
access to critical readings of transformation and re-constitution of worldviews.

When | talk of standpoints | am referring to positions of articulation. When aligned with
post-structuralism, the inference of a definitive viewpoint, as implied through the
articulation of ‘a standpoint position’, is problematic. Post-structuralism resists conclusive
credentials or classification, confronting such overtures as invitation to orthodoxy and
dogma. Although this thesis espouses culturally and historically located multiple and
inconsistent ‘realities’, and addresses issues through various theoretical perspectives, it is
constrained through its form, that is, written text. In this form, the apparent decisiveness

of, for example, ‘a standpoint’, cannot be avoided. Articulating conclusively is not,



however, my intention. My articulation of various ‘standpoints’, and ‘worldviews’ is for
clarification and to explain where | might be ‘coming from’, my position, at any given
moment. That is, in any given moment my discursive strategy is presented through
particular theoretical positions, which, if they were to be deconstructed, would be found to
be produced through particular metaphorical status, for example, organicism, mechanism,
contextualism (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Parker, 1990a; Pepper, 1942; Sarbin, 1986).
The metaphorical status indicates the worldview through which | position myself, or
conversely through which | am positioned. As this work continues both standpoint and

worldview positions are articulated.

Self, as a topic, has been a favourite of psychology since the inception of the discipline,
and re-conceptualisations of understandings of self are considerable (Edwards & Potter,
1992). Approaches utilised in pursuit of the construct have included semiotic and post-
structuralist re-conceptualisations (Barthes, 1974; Henriques, Hollway, Irwin, Couze, &
Walkerdine, 1984; Hollway, 1989; Sampson, 1983, 1988), and discursive approaches
informed through linguistic philosophy, ethnomethodology and conversation analysis
(Edwards & Potter, 1992). Through these traditions self has been re-considered as
discursively constituted in any given moment as opposed to prescriptive of an inner entity
or state (Gergen & Davis, 1985; Potter & Wetherell, 1987; Shotter & Gergen, 1989;
Wetherell, 1986).

Parker (1995) suggests that it is through dialogue, through language, discourse, that
conceptions of self are made known. A post-structuralist standpoint offers a Foucauldian
(1977, 1981) understanding of discourse as systems of statements constituting objects,
phenomena, and the subjects who speak. For example, psychology and
psychotherapeutics are constituted through discursive structures. Psychology,
psychotherapeutics and the constitution of self are understood as discursive practice, as
socially constructed phenomena.

The social construction of the taken-for-granted is a consistent tenet of this work. It is
relationships amongst technological practices which are a focus of attention. Post-
structuralism enables access to the deconstruction of such practices (Derrida, 1981:
Parker & Shotter, 1990). It informs and draws attention to political apparatus of domination
(Hare-Mustin, 1994a; Parker et al., 1995; Rose, 1990,1996,1999). It is a perspective



which enables re-conceptualisation of both psychotherapeutics and self as situated
products, about which, new questions can be asked. For example, how do we articulate
and produce our selves, how do we want to be, how do we make sense of ourselves as
social process?

Throughout, the study hinges upon the notion of psychotherapeutics as psychological
intervention technologies/apparatus of power, domination and subjectification. Chapter
Six discusses in some detail my attractions and reasons for targeting psychotherapeutics,
and the specific practices under investigation, as objects of study. Here, it is more

appropriate to address the concept of psychotherapy as it is applied in this work.

Traditionally there are a number of different ways of defining psychotherapy none of which
are universally favoured. A major issue seems to be consensus about the inclusion of that
which is psychotherapy, and the exclusion of that which is not. A consistent feature of
definitions, however, is reliance upon ‘change’ as an indicator of psychotherapeutic
practice, as opposed to, for example, counselling practice. The majority of definitions rely
upon the idea of facilitating change in the way a person relates to the world, through the
use of essentially psychological techniques. ‘Change’ appears to be a rudimentary
ingredient of all definitions (Clarkson, 1994; Hershenson, Power, & Waldo, 1996;
Stancombe & White, 1998; Walrond-Skinner, 1986).

I adopt a definition of psychotherapy articulated by Hodges (1995), “to denote all individual
therapeutic practices and techniques that target the self as a site of change” (p301). It
qualifies as psychotherapeutic definition through its inclusion of ‘change’ and its specific

focus upon self fits within the context of this work.

Definitions aside, even as practice, psychotherapy takes many forms, such as psychiatric
specialisations, psychoanalysis and its psychotherapeutic derivatives, various individual
and group models, clinical psychology, behaviour and cognitive therapy; notwithstanding
traditions of phenomenology, existentialism, Marxism, and post-structuralism. Illustrations
could also include Eastern traditions, the North American associated tradition of
humanistic psychology, and transpersonal orientations (Clarkson, 1994; Corsini &
Wedding, 1995; Grof, 1985, 1990; Pilgrim, 1996). The scope of practice is broad.
Practices under investigation in this study are appropriated both because of the



accessibility of their training programmes within New Zealand, and my personal
attractions.

This study discovers itself through articulation in much the same way that it suggests self
is produced through articulation. It is embodied through a metaphor of narrative, and
inhabited by journeys within journeys. Until Chapter Five, which discusses narrative
metaphor as sense making strategy, this standpoint remains implicit rather than explicit.
This is not intentional, it is part of the process of journeying through an articulation of post-
structuralist self. To avoid confusion, narrative as metaphor is distinguished from
Narrative Therapy through lower and upper case format, that is, narrative versus Narrative
Therapy. Although maintaining similar theoretical foundations, they are not the same
conceptually.

This is a study offering opportunities of reflection. It questions the implications of our
constructions, and our therapeutic interpretations of people’s lives. It asks us to consider
constitution of self as a practice of cultural relationship, and to acknowledge that not all
our relationships are equal. It is a study through which academics and practitioners must
acknowledge complicity in the maintenance of our ways of life (White, 1995). It is also a
study which assigns some responsibility with all of us: to be who, or what, we want to be

we have to make sense of who, or what, we're being.

Particular responsibility is in the hands of psychologists, as the professionals who
‘understand’ the human psyche, as those who shape the self, the self-shapers. If
psychologists wish to do more than support and reproduce the status quo with its
attendant forms of power and priviege then they need to understand the contextual
relationships between constitution of self and structures of the world. Those who shape
the self, the definers, describers, healers, are the prescribers of health, pathology, and
appropriate practices. The self-shapers, the experts, the specialists, need to decide
whether they approve of what they are doing and whether they wish to continue
contributing to it (Cushman, 1991).



CHAPTER TWO
BRINGING SELF INTO VIEW

Conceptualising and transferring this chapter to paper has been challenging. Required to
inform on matters of post-structuralist self | am now convinced that the route is not
straightforward. In a quest to find that which | now understand is unattainable | follow
many paths, some through invitation, some to which | am beckoned despite the difficulty
of the terrain. Even as the chapter closes | am aware of territory left uncovered, sidetracks
abandoned, and much backtracking and re-routing during the times | have lost my way.
The journey has been informative, interesting, at times exciting, and serves its purpose as
passage to understanding post-structuralist perspectives and the standpoint of this work.
Accordingly, | offer the notion of excursion to those about to wander this trail. For some
the path will be familiar, for others new and maybe turbulent. The challenges |
encountered contribute some richness to my own understanding of post-structuralist
perspectives, which in turn, may alleviate difficulties and smooth the way for those who
follow.

The following pages invite consideration of contemporary post-structuralist debate upon
the constitution of self. | do not attempt to resolve the debate, nor proffer more accurate
descriptions or a definitive theory of self, but adopt the view that theories of self produce
the selves that we are.

Notwithstanding that attempts to define produce self referential paradox’ (Holland, 1977;
Lawson, 1985; Oliver & Landfield, 1962), they also raise the issue of essentialisingz, a
practice that sits uncomfortably within a post-structuralist camp. As will become apparent,
such consequences do not stop definitions emerging, albeit often carefully camouflaged. |
must acknowledge, as author, that | find myself drawn to some positions more than to
others, and such attractions certainly play a role in the production of this work and the
analysis to follow. This might suggest that essentialising in some form cannot be avoided,
but perhaps attractions are different to definitions.

' For example, this is ‘the true self, yet this true self is a product of cultural and historical theorising,
therefore even as | presentit as true | am a product of it and cannot say it is true.
essentialism: the belief that things have a set of characteristics which makes them what they are.



When discussing any notion of self there are a multiplicity of perspectives and a rich array
of literature through which to forage for understandings and accounts. Different historical
moments have produced different versions of self, as has the current historical time
(Rose, 1996), and as does this chapter. Ranging from psychoanalytic conceptions of
libido and unconscious; through empiricist traditions of unitary reactive organisms;
Hegelian and Marxist social beings; post-structuralist presentations of languaged and
discursive worlds; to post-post-structuralist deconstructions (Morris, 1991; Schrag,1997),
searching for entry into such profusion is contingent upon the standpoint of this work.

As the work is both a psychological and a post-structuralist thesis | focus upon theorists
and theory relevant to this territory. | choose to specifically address some theorists who
have become familiar contributors to psychological post-structuralist literature of self, plus
| navigate some terrain with which heretofore | have been entirely unfamiliar. There is not
the space to discuss all accounts, and | narrow the focus further by converging upon those
works with some relevance to the overall task at hand, that is, the pursuit of technologies
of psychotherapeutic discourse and their relationships with self. The chapter offers
opportunities; to become acquainted with some of the constructions of self prevalent in the
psychological post-structuralist literature; to garner some understanding of the difficulties

in defining self; and to negotiate a standpoint from which the rest of this work can evolve.

Before treading the post-structuralist path | wish to briefly acknowledge some traditional
empirical constructions of self. It is not unusual for comparisons across schools of
thought to be made in the post-structuralist literature, in particular comparisons with
positivist notions, and it will be useful to recapitulate some, probably familiar, ideas about
self.

Despite a dearth of self literature during the ‘behaviourist years’, since the 1940's
psychologists as well as lay-persons, have increasingly turned their attention toward the
concept of self. Indeed, few concepts are as fundamental. Self realisation and self
fulflment are legitimate quests acknowledged throughout Western society. Self
confidence, self esteem, self worth, self awareness, self consciousness, and so on are as
much the language of the lay-person as the scientist (Kitzinger, 1992).



Empirically orientated psychologists have produced extensive literature about relationships
between self and such notions as esteem, handicapping, awareness, presentation,
concept, monitoring (Baumeister, 1987). Despite this contemporary focus upon issues
concerning self there is little agreement in either conventional or post-structuralist
psychological circles upon the ‘meaning’ of self, in terms of definition, or general notions.
Depending upon psychological status, it is identity; it is a collection of roles; it is cognitive;
it is emotional; it is voice; it is structure; it is central; it is narrative; it is peripheral; it is
elusive; it is public; it is private (Irvine, 2000; O'Connor & Hallam, 2000).

Perhaps this is understandable. One only needs to ask how self might be defined to
realise the difficulties in isolating ‘this thing’ which in our Western world is considered
common to all of us. Self, along with its everyday colloquial understandings, is used by
everyone, psychologists included, so much so that in some circles its ontological status
becomes almost irrelevant as researchers concentrate instead upon encompassing issues
affecting the social life of persons. - Such a focus has not stopped ‘scientific’ attempts to
define the concept.

Traditional social psychology textbooks characterise self as an historical development
relying on the influence of late nineteenth century social theorists George Herbert Mead,
and William James (Franzoi, 1996). Their conceptions provided a springboard for further
'self research’. Both proposed ‘a self with a subject/object orientation, albeit an
orientation discussed as two separate aspects of self. The subject ‘I, is thought of as ‘the
knower’, that ‘which is conscious’. The object ‘me’ is ‘the known’, or ‘all the knowledge
one has of oneself. When the ‘subject I initiates action, according to Mead, or has a
passing thought, according to James, it becomes the ‘object me’, suggesting that we are
either in one state or another rather than a concurrent subject/object position (James,
1890; Mead, 1934).

Mead proposed a developmental self beginning in early childhood where the child ‘has no
self until role-taking begins with the acquisition of language. He understood role-taking
as a creative accomplishment whereby people imaginatively assume the point of view of
others and observe their own behaviour (the ‘me’) from the perspective of ‘other’. Mead's

self does not occur in isolation, ‘it' develops through symbolic interaction between people.
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His penchant was for ‘a cognitive self that is fully formed once larger societal attitudes
and expectations have been internalised (Touraine, 1995; Wetherell & Maybin, 1996).

James, on the other hand, proposed a more ‘fluid self’ continually in an emotional
interactive relationship with a world beyond ‘I'. James focused upon how the ‘object me’
emotionally identified with aspects of the world, such as family, friends, personal items,
virtually anything which symbolised and affirmed sense of self throughout the lifespan,
hence his self's changeability. Within James’ ‘fluid self were three domains: the spiritual
me relating to our own understanding of ourselves, the social me relating to the
recognition we get from others, and the material me consisting of our body, valued
possessions and loved ones. Each ‘me’ could change according to circumstances
(James, 1890, Morris, 1991). Conventional psychological practice and constructions of self
have drawn upon these notions of James and Mead. Research interests have largely
focused upon social identity issues affecting individuals, for example, self-presentation,
with self typically conceptualised as some type of mental structure or schema (Jansz,
1993).

In his indepth treatise of the self in social psychology, Baumeister (1998) describes three
basic root phenomenon as the nature of self. The self has reflexive consciousness, that
is, the person is aware of themselves. The self is interpersonal, that is, engages and is
necessary for relationship. The self makes choices, decisions, initiates action, and takes
responsibility, that is, is the agent, or origin of action. Although nearly one hundred years
have passed since incipient psychological analysis of self, the relationship between these
properties and those proposed by Mead and James is evident. Throughout the years of
empirical research and traditional philosophising notions of ‘awareness’, ‘interpersonal
relatedness’ and ‘actor/agent’ have been constantly and consistently conceptualised as
part of an empirically understood self>. Despite disagreements about definition, from
these notions a foundational ethic of self has emerged in conventional psychological and
Western thinking. We generally take for granted that self is unitary, stable and
individualistic, unique and autonomous, and is imbued with independent agency. We

commonly forget that what we accept as given is an empirically constructed self, produced

¥ In fact these notions have not remained exclusive to empiricism; as we shall see they also echo
within a social constructionist perspective of the self.
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through a positivist standpoint, and, that there may be other ways of understanding and
talking about self.

Post-structuralism offers other ways of viewing self. Whereas empirical psychologists
have amassed mountains of literature pertaining to ‘self issues’, for example, self-esteem
or self-monitoring, post-structuralist literature often converges upon constitution of self and
the meanings we might attribute to subjectivity. Although, in part, informed by concepts
such as actor/agent the post-structuralist understanding of self constructed through
language and action is a climacteric departure from empiricist thinking. It is to these
divergent understandings that attention now turns.

As previously discussed, there is not the scope in this study for a review of all the post-
structuralist literature ever written about self. My reading and interpretation is only one of
many possible stories of post-structuralist self. In the same way that post-structuralism
culturally and historically sites the conceptualisation of the self so does this study.
Metaphorically we are looking at a snapshot in time, both in terms of authors under
discussion, and this work, which means keeping sight of this chapter as a situated practice
informed through other situated practice. My introduction to a post-structuralist worldview
was through social constructionism which offers a gentle route to alternative psychological
worlds, and, provides a standpoint for understanding a post-structuralist orientation. Thus,
correspondingly, | introduce a social constructionist perspective* as rudimentary access to
the domain of post-structuralist self.

Gergen’s (1993) discussion of the socially constituted individual introduces a
conceptualisation of self as relational, talked of as ‘relational self and transformed into the
notion of self as relationship. Such considerations are not uncommon in post-structuralist
thought and have been nurtured throughout Gergen’s prolific self literature (Gergen,
1995; Gergen, 1999; Gergen & Gergen, 1993). For those of positivist inclination self as
relationship heralds the demise of a true and knowable self (Terwee, 1995) and is,
therefore, regarded with some scepticism. Rather than being alarmed by the sceptical, to
acknowledge that views in opposition fuel debate and that various psychological accounts

* Readers will understand and recognise that | am presenting my particular understanding of social
constructionism, based largely upon my readings of prominent works. | say this in order to
acknowledge that social constructionism is as diverse as any other theoretical practice.
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rely upon each other for existence (Gadlin, 1995) allows us to situate the positivist
empirical standpoint as catalyst for ‘new’ explorations into ‘the construction’ of self.

Gergen’s (1993; 1995) notion of individuals as socially constituted, and his inference of a
‘relational self poses a basic question - what could this mean? Socially constituted relates
to the relocation of self within the social arena. In other words, rather than “a stable,
bounded and single agentive self’ (Gergen, 1995, p24) operating independently of the
social arena, the suggestion here is that self is not independent of the social; self is
understood as a social account. Hence Gergen'’s use of ‘relational’ signifies a contrast
between ‘social self and traditional accounts of self as an ontology of the interior. This is
not to be confused with the idea of a self in relationship, rather, Gergen is advocating self
produced through relationship.

Such a claim raises more questions, and controversy, perhaps prematurely. Is Gergen
suggesting that self is insubstantial, maybe as vapours that rely for existence upon, for
example, a boiling kettle; take away the kettle and the vapours disappear? Where are we,
who are we, when, if, we're not in relationship? What of me with my internal schemas, my
personal knowledge, I'm not vapour, am |? Surely something tangible must be present for
an interaction to produce relational self, for example, the kettle, the water, the electricity?

Perhaps some sort of insubstantiality is suggested, but when we question appearances or
disappearances, or who or what we are, we also prematurely apply essentialist scrutiny to
the proposal thus deterring Gergen’s (1993;1995) premise, his move toward a different
way of entertaining self; his move toward exploring self as inseparable from culture and
history, not as a being existing within circumstances, but as agentic of the environment. In
other words as produced through, and as producer of, circumstances.

Contemplating self produced through relationship means introducing alternative ways of
understanding the world around us as well as our selves. Putting aside a self assigned
with universal properties, an assumption that has guided, and motivated, much of
psychological research, and, putting aside socio-cognitive arguments for internalised
cultural processes, promotes another view. Such a move neither entertains nor suggests
resolving issues of “dualism, solipsism, individualism, and the recapitulation of Western
ontology” (Gergen, 1995, p30), instead it offers an alternative standpoint from which to
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contemplate ontological, epistemological, and hence psychological, understandings. All
conceptualisations are conceived as by-products of relationship. Psychological knowledge
claims are understood as embedded within historico-contextual social relationships, as
constructed by-products of social interdependency. “There is nothing outside the
relationship of significance for understanding most of the problems confronting the human
sciences” (Gergen, 1995, p30). It is within this context that self is offered as a social
account. As products of social interchange selves are rendered political and the historical
notion of the individual self vanishes into a world of relationship (Gergen & Gergen, 1993).

In order to conceptualise self as relational, as a social account, we must understand our
relationship with language. It is through language that selves are rendered intelligible.
“When we speak, we speak a language, and thus we always speak from a language, from
a context of delivered significations” (Schrag, 1997, p17). We rely on a language system
for connecting or relating events, for rendering events socially visible.

Rather than offering all the answers, social constructionism makes space for considering
meanings of self. Presenting self as a social achievement with language as purveyor
produces self as a created concept. Constituted as relational the notion of single self is
cast aside for a conception of ‘self and other’. This is more than a notion of simple
interrelatedness.

We do not begin with two independent entities, individual and society,
that are otherwise formed and defined apart from one another and that
interact as though each were external to the other. Rather society
constitutes and inhabits the very core of whatever passes for personhood:
each is interpenetrated by the other.

(Sampson, 1983, p141-142)

Relational self becomes understood as a metaphor for the process through which we
invent personage. Where, who, what, we are, if we're not in relationship becomes a non
sequitur. Even the suggestion that we are always in relationship is a misnomer, as
relational selves we are relationship ongoing, without limit and constantly in motion. We
continually interact with ‘other’ whether in the presence of multiple physical beings or not.
The pedantics of I, me, us, we, you, are understood as non-existent outside of language,
they are speaking subjects created and maintained through our discourse (Anderson,

1997). Pronoun use is conceived as a device (Harré, 1991), as functional, indicating
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momentary and changing relations between ‘places’ or ‘positions’ constructed in a
discursive reality. As a device pronoun use locates “the source and the address of
communications, the rights and duties of the communicants in managing meaning, and
the rights of access they might have to one another” (Shotter, 1989, p148).

Gergen and Gergen (1993) discuss relational self in ‘practical’ terms with their suggestion
of storied selves, or self narratives, postulating that we live out our relationships with one
another in narrative form. Narratives are considered social constructions. As interaction
progresses they undergo continuous alteration.

The individual in this case does not consult an internal narrative for
information. Rather, the self-narrative is a linguistic implement constructed
by people in relationships and employed in relationships to sustain,
enhance, or impede various actions. It may be used to indicate future actions
but it is not in itself the basis for such action. In this sense, self-narratives
function much as histories within society do more generally. They are
symbolic systems used for such social purposes as justification, criticism,
and social solidification.

(Gergen & Gergen, 1993, p203-204)

The inference here is of cultural and historical, as well as storied selves. The ways
through which we talk constitute our selves, and our talking selves are constituted through
our cultural and historical narratives. Social purposes are understood as ideological
mechanisms and processes habituated through our cultural and historical relationships.

It may seem as though an agentic storied self is parallel with an agentic unitary subject.
However, the alternative understanding asks us to recognise that history precedes and
follows us, and that “we are always already embedded in a story that is not of our own
making” (Greenberg, 1995, p273). Whereas self-narrative sounds indicative of single self,
such a construction relies upon social interchange and shared usage of language for
understanding or connecting events in one’s life (Gergen & Gergen, 1993). Self-narrative
is not considered a possession of a single self. Self is known to itself only through
engagements with the world, and is consequently conceived as relational (Greenberg,
1995).

As an example, individualism can be understood as the product of a set of relations. Self
as subject ‘I’ is produced through the interrelationship of textual (linguistic) resources.
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Shotter (1989) describes the solitary individual as produced through a “culturally
developed textual resource - the text of ‘possessive individualism™ (p136). When
describing experiences or our relations to one another, and to ourselves, we turn to this
resource, one of many made available to us through the cultural orders into which we
have been socialised.

As an account, a socially constituted interpersonal, interactional, relational self produced
through embedded historico-cultural linguistic systems where boundaries between self
and society are fictional is, on the one hand, satisfying, and on the other hand,
problematic. Satisfying because if one ignores problematics, a socially constructed self
offers a way of understanding the world which not only challenges the notion of universal
unitary subjects, but also makes sense for those with some investment in language as a
form of social action. Additionally, as the articulation of the intelligibility of things
(Dreyfuss, 1995) language, is, in effect, a sense making technology. It makes sense to
make sense of self through language. It is inviting - once you get used to the idea that,
perhaps, your self may have little more substance than a head of steam.

On the other hand, such an account still raises questions. Relational self, although
attempting to bypass reification, and despite argument to the contrary, still enjoys ‘a
location’.  Self produced through discursive relationship must at least acknowledge
properties of speaking subject, positioned/positioner, and consequently located subject.
Despite configuration as a social achievement, a socially constructed relational self cannot
escape psychological essentialism. As acknowledged by Gergen (1999), albeit a concept
which argues language as precursor, it is this very precursor which confines social
constructionist self within realist epistemology.

In particular, our traditional account of “relationship” presumes the
independent preexistence of the elements to be related. Thus,
when attempting to create the sense of a unity, we are inevitably
forced to speak of that which enters into the unity - thus essentializing
the very elements we wish to transcend.

(Gergen, 1999, p177)

Problematics continue to emerge in terms of biological versus discursive ‘entities’. For
proponents of relational self this is not a problem as they conclude that body/self

distinctions are as socially constructed as any-thing else. Provocateurs can be
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understood as drawing upon further textual resources, thus counter arguments are
irrefutable (see Edwards, Ashmore, & Potter, 1995).

The claim that knowledge of anything is constituted through discourse, and that, therefore,
all meaning is textual does not satisfy those of a more phenomenological inclination
contending that a social constructionist standpoint fails to confront the ontological question
of who does the knowing and where (O’Connor & Hallam, 2000). Such challenge is also
subtle refutement of the social constructionist claim, relying upon the assumption that
despite all meaning being understood as textual there is still ‘someone’, or ‘something’
other than text. Social constructionists traditionally argue that this is an imagined ontology,
little different from their body/self argument, but, even if the social constructionist
argument is deemed plausible, O’'Connor and Hallam suggest that “the problem remains
of how to account for a particular embodied person, including the power® of the person to
influence the social conversation” (2000, p242).

Issues of the ‘ontological’, ‘embodiment’, and ‘power relations’ are significant in any
production of self. The nature of our being, the fundamental ‘who am I’ that we cannot
help but ask our selves remains a dilemma even if it is explained away. As far as we
know we do have bodies, and it can be argued that some discursive constructions are
more dominant than others.

Such criticisms are not necessarily easily addressed. Some, such as ontological
differences, are standpoint demarcations which cannot be resolved, other than
agreements to differ. Power relations, also, are addressed from conceivably differing
perspectives. Post-structuralist perspectives relish such challenge and the debating terrain
is not barren when it comes to addressing these issues. There are some significant
accounts relevant to these reflections, which amply embellish post-structuralist
productions of self.

Schrag (1997) raises an interesting notion when he talks of the “zone of the discursive
event’, described as “the critical zone in which the who is called into being” (p20). Framed

% Power here, and throughout this chapter, refers to power relations reproduced by discourses,
suggesting, for example, that institutions are structured around, and reproduce power relations.
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in terms of discourse as speech, language distribution, and exchange (in effect,

production and consumption) self is called into being within this “economy” of discourse.

Within the exchange, self is called into being as “the who that is speaking and listening,
writing and reading, discursing in a variety of situations and modalities of discourse”
(Schrag, 1997, p17). For Schrag the speaking subject, the who, at this moment of
recognition, understands itself as a self, and garners a sense of self-identity, a
consistency across temporal dimensions of time and space. But, rather than indicating
some kind of stable unitary identity, this discovery of self takes place within the zone of the
discursive event, an event having little stability other than exchange through language. In
other words, although we recognise our self as speaker, and discern that this same self is
present to us now, has been in the past, and probably will be in the future, in this moment,

our self is emergent from and is influenced by diversified forms of discursive context.

Discursive event refers to the ‘space’ in which there is an effort to communicate something
about something to someone. This notion is synonymous with the notion of self as a
created social achievement. This is where it gets interesting. It is precisely because self
is produced through relationship, within the zone of the discursive event, that the
question of ‘who’ speaks, is raised®. It is unavoidable, and for social constructionists a
paradox.

® The raising of the who, raises the ontological debate which becomes an invitation for standpoint
comment. This is really why ‘the who' is problematic, precisely because it raises the ontological
debate. Once the who is raised theorists, and others, want to know - who or what is the who. Harré
(1991) suggests the who is the person speaking. Phenomenologists ask what is the nature of the
person, the ontological status of the person, and because who and self go together they explore the
ontological status of self, citing the social constructionist view as shallow and as avoiding the
problematic. Social constructionist’s aren’t really avoiding the debate, they're just not necessarily as
interested in it as phenomenologists are. It is a debate which must always remain debate, it can
never be resolved. It often leads into the embodiment debate. That is, if self/who is the person, and
the person ‘has’ a body, then we can speak of embodiment and how this impacts upon relational
self, but we are usually unable to define the body in other than biological and ‘doing’ terms. Arguing
some form of ‘being’ prior to, or existing at the same time, as embodied self, or even as illusive self,
(see O'Connor & Hallam, 2000) returns us to ontological debate. In effect a circular argument is
produced, which cannot be resolved through our thinking, our ‘discursive minds’, or our ‘illusive
minds’. Some form of resolution cannot avoid trespass into the realm of God, and the presence of
soul, which is not the stuff of psychology today.
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When Gergen and Gergen (1993) speak of ‘storied selves’ they cannot escape the
problematic ‘who’, but also cannot avoid speaking of self narratives and of living our lives
through narrative form. Discourse in isolation is likely to reduce to no more than lexical
and sublexical constitutive elements under the auspices of the science of linguistics.
Meaning-making, that is, the organising of human experience into episodes which seem
meaningful, is produced through narrative as social interchange, rather than through
solitary discourse (Schrag, 1997). Self is ‘found’ within the contextualising of discourse,
within a context of exchange and intention, and, within such a context discourse is
configured as narrative.

Narrative provides the ongoing context in which the figures of
discourse are embedded and achieve their determinations of
sense and reference. Narrative supplies the horizon of possible
meanings that stimulate the economy of discourse.

(Schrag, 1997, p19)

A social constructionist approach must speak of storied selves in order to conceive
relational self, which cannot be conceived through a decontextualised womb. Framed as
narrative discursive dialogical self, ontological paradox is born, but this cannot be avoided.
The who is raised even if social constructionists don’t want it. Framed in another way
perhaps social constructionism can elude the ‘who’, but then ‘self is not produced. Who
and self are delivered together.

Whether the question of the 'who’ is rendered problematic or not is really a standpoint
issue. The interests of social constructionists traditionally lie in different spheres, and it is
left to other theorists to argue the importance or not of the ontological. The ‘who's’
perceived synonymity with a stable self-identity is possibly the cause of discomfort for
some scholars. However, the who interpreted in a social constructionist sense is not
necessarily an entity, a ‘thing’, or “a pre-given logico-epistemological set of conditions for
cognition” (Schrag, 1997, p33). The narrative who, the discursive who, can be
understood, as Gergen (1993; 1995) understands self, as a social achievement, as a
performance, an accomplishment, as an effect of discourse in the same way that other
‘objects’ of discourse are understood as effects (Frewin, 1997; Parker, 1990a; Schrag,
1997). This may not be enough for some, perhaps it suggests fragility where they
perceive solidity, perhaps such a notion is too incorporeal to grasp, perhaps it leaves
some grasping at air, and wanting to locate self in time and space, at least to see and



19

understand the constitution of humanity. As comfort perhaps to those grasping but not

finding, Schrag suggests, that the socially achieved self/who exists as “temporalised”
(p37).

It is misleading to think of the narrating self as being “in” time or
existing “throughout” time. The relation between the self and time
is of a more intimate sort. ... Temporality enters into the very
constitution of who the self is.

(Schrag, 1997, p37)

Schrag (1997) speaks of a “subject-in-process” ... “in the throes of a creative becoming”
(p40). This is a notion which has some affinity with O’Connor and Hallam’s (2000)
consideration of Heidegger's conception of self-knowledge grounded in Being. In their
efforts to illuminate/locate the who/self they borrow from Heidegger, suggesting that our
constructed ‘experiences’ are in fact ‘pro-jected’ as we are continually “in the process of
becoming, or doing something” (p253). Our ‘being’ in the world is thematized through
metaphorical projects, and the only way of making feasible knowing the world as we do, is
through the self as an illusory reference point. There seem to be parallels here with both
Schrag's delivery of ‘who’ and, with social constructionism’s conception of relational
narrative self. With all of these constructions self is either production or about-to be-
production with little corporality in evidence.

O’Connor and Hallam’s (2000) process of arguing the ontological is interesting. On the
one hand they reproach social constructionism’s lack of ontological rigour, on the other
hand their constitution and construction of fillusive self has similarities with
constructionism’s narrative self. Rather than attending to their criticisms of accounting for
power and particular embodied persons they offer an alternative/different way of
understanding self from what is effectively an incompatible standpoint. They align
themselves with the argument that “texts are only texts when known about as such’
(p243). This allows them to proceed with the notion that “knowing implies a knower and a
being that knows” (p243), from where they invite “a re-turn” towards the fundamental
tensions between Being and beings and ways of knowing and what is known”, which they
suggest, “may illuminate the ontology of self’ (p244).
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The project of ‘knowing’ experience brings forth into view a subject-object
division and ‘the self’ as a pre-existing entity to substantiate the ‘reality’ of
such a subject-object division. The exact nature of this ‘real’ self is never
fully decided and need not be, since it need only be revealed as a given.
The self is determined by the project through which it is sought out, hence
it is never determined completely, but is always imminent, or about-to-be,
and it is exactly this ‘becoming-ness’ or ‘about-to-be-ness’ which defines
the sense of self as an illusion.

(O’Connor & Hallam, 2000, p256-257)

Through this worldview the ontological status of self is revealed as illusory with the
category of subject-object understood as a by-product of a project, and therefore not
ontologically fundamental. Projects play a central role in constructing reflections
respecting the world. They give the world significance, and through projects in the world
we ‘experience’ the process of knowing, similar in a way to Schrag’s (1997) understanding
of meaning-making and discursive space. Aligned with Schrag’s notion of temporality,
O’Connor and Hallam (2000) indicate that coordinates of reality, ‘space’ and ‘time’ are
constituted by the way we approach what is about to be’.

| see an object but its meaning comes always from what it is about to be,
and how it will feature later in my doings. We are always ahead of ourselves
in order to be anything at all. But such properties require that a permanence,
a reality, be given in the here and now in order that it can be surpassed by
projects which are continually ahead of now. | grasp a telephone because it
is about to be used as an instrument of talking and as such it gains attributes
of being there for me, to be listened to and talked into. Such attributes appear
permanent because, if they were not, | could not use them as such. But as
Heidegger succinctly put it, the past always comes towards the present from
the future. It is the future which decides the historical properties we wish to
attach to objects to make them present in reality now.

(O’Connor & Hallam, 2000, p253-254)

O'Connor and Hallam's (2000) self is impermanent, its permanence as object produced
through our need to know that we are more than no thing. Their account of self as illusion
is inveigling and persuasive. The Heideggerian leanings confer credibility upon an
argument which can act as adroit explanation for the ontology of self. As elucidation it is

! Temporality seems to be an crucial notion in determining post-structuralist self's quality of
etherealism. We speak of this thing, known as self, as present, yet the more we write and speak of
it the more we understand its absence. In effect to write of self articulates and produces ‘the
presence of the absence’.
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allied with the post-structuralist movement, however it could equally serve as denouement
to the empirical debate concerning self definitions. The empirical psychological self has
universal properties, yet such properties are attached to some thing we've never seen,
and don't know if we've experienced. Hence, self as illusion satisfies as a psychological
nomenclature for self, whichever philosophy you follow. As an explanation it has steadfast
attributes, sitting comfortably with Hume’s (1711-1776) treatise of self as imperceptible;
“the ‘Self as defined, can be nothing but a bundle of perceptions, not a new simple ‘thing™”

(cited in Russell, 1948). Clearly the issue of ‘defining’ self is an enduring one.

As an account, O'Connor and Hallam (2000) depart from the social constructionist notion
of linguistically and socially constructed self, in so far as they attempt ‘location’, but shed
little light upon either their criticisms of embodiment (or lack of), or the production of power
relations. They do produce, or invite consideration of, some thing as ‘knower’, however,
embodied, or not, remains an issue, despite their attempt at affirming corporality. They
suggest, in particular, that we (meaning humanity) cannot deny a physical separation
between bodies, it is a “common-sense assumption” (p242). Such a supposition is
problematic in itself.

What if there is no separation between mind/body, or body/body? The ‘common-sense’
assumption of separation assumes a ‘material reality’, without entertaining that reality may
be as illusive as self. It assumes corporality as a given and denies alternative planes of
existence where body may be illusion and linguistic subjectification analogous to a
stationary steam-roller. Such thoughts are not new. Although some describe his
philosophising as madness, Berkeley supported the denial of matter by, what were
considered at the time “a number of ingenious arguments” (1685-1753, cited in Russell,
1948, p673; see also Whiteley,1977). For example, Berkeley suggested that the
perception of material things is a mental process rather than proof of existence, that is,
whatever is immediately perceived is an idea and an idea cannot exist out of the mind.
Such a notion, although sometimes categorised as idealist, is not so unusual today,
particularly to physicists to whom solidity is an irrefutable perceptual category (see
Edwards, Ashmore & Potter, 1995).

And, even if questioning the corporality of body or not strikes some as insanity, this does

not necessarily mean it should be dismissed. Certainly, in a spiritual sense, it is a notion
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afforded some endorsement through the sentiment that ‘we’ are not a body at all. | refer
here to models of reincarnation which promise that ‘we’ have no corporality, that our
existence upon Earth is illusion, and that connection with God will reveal that ‘we’ are
more than ‘we’ ever thought possible. In an academic sense we are asked to consider the
possibility of bodies unbounded by envelopes of skin, and to stretch our imagination
toward the concept of “... a discrete, and enveloped body inhabited and animated by its
own soul, the subject, the self, the individual, the person” (Rose, 1996, p173) as an

historical accomplishment rather than on ontological, common-sense, given.

As with ontological issues, accounts of embodiment are clearly influenced by personal or
theoretical standpoint. From a post-structuralist standpoint such accounts appear to be
works in progress. For example, Sampson (1998) offers a ‘talking body’; Stam (1998),
whilst acknowledging that the ontological status of the body is not yet illuminated,
discusses the social and biological constitution of the human being; Harré (1998) posits
‘person as knower’, as biosocial entity, interpreted by O'Connor and Hallam (2000) as

“unknowable in separable biological and sociological discourses” (p243) .

Such notions invite curiosity. Is it possible to illuminate the ontological status of the body
as anything other than biological if we insist upon separating, in dualist fashion, social and
body? Such a question solicits more than a simple answer, and is perhaps metaphorically
derivative of Pandora’s box. Is the living body more than biological? What happens when
we separate social and body, even for investigation? |s Harré (1998) suggesting that
separation is implausible? Certainly if we accept a merging of biological and sociological
understandings, Harré’s biosocial entity may present, for some, as an ontological fait
accompli.

Each of the above assertions, including Sampson’s ‘talking bodies’, rests upon the
premise that our social and material world is constructed in the way that it is through our
bodies. Although we language our bodies, our bodies also language us. In terms of
debating self, the body and correspondingly our embodiment, cannot be ignored. This
should be of interest to social constructionists. Consequently, it is interesting to note that
embodiment, or at least the acknowledgment of embodiment, seems to be missing from
some social constructionist accounts (Cromby & Nightingale, 1999; Radley, 1998;
Sampson, 1998).
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Providing bodies with significant status is a departure from ‘common sense’ assumptions.
An invitation, through the following text, is to consider the ways bodies and embodiment
are intertwined with, and consequently influence, our social accomplishments, and, our
understanding of post-structuralist self. For some, this may appear a detour, however,
such engagement will shed light upon the relationship between embodiment and social
constructionist relational self, and develop an alternative concept of the body in the
development of humanity, and post-structuralist self.

Traditionally, the embodied nature of psychological life and experience has been denied,
largely through the psychological practice of splitting and compartmentalising the body
into functions (Stam, 1998). Body has been treated as either subject or object, whereas it
can be considered differently. The lived body is both subject and object, “is both the
source and experience of subjectivity and is also the object seen, stylised, and acted upon
from without” (Stam, 1998, p6). Our social worlds are configured through the body. To
most of us the body ‘appears’ to be material, so let us return to the question of whether
the body is material or not?

Shaky ground indeed, so perhaps it is not surprising that up until now embodiment as an
issue, has been largely framed and addressed by psychology in terms of the body as
dualist object. Unfortunately, this question of corporality cannot be addressed without
shifting to metaphysical ground so we have no choice, in this study at least, other than to
abandon the question. Undertaking any exploration of body/social brings forth a raft of
issues concerning., for example, body/mind, mind/body, mind/body/soul, which are not only
reminiscent of a chicken and egg debate (that is, which comes first), but also pervade the
historical, and contemporary, domains of, for example, philosophy, theology, and,
quantum physics. Entanglement with arguments of dualistic interactionism, reductive
materialism, idealism, epiphenomenalism, or parallelism8 (Cornman, Lehrer, Pappas,
1987), although pertinent for psychology, stray far into these other academic realms. And,

in the end, even if we do immerse ourselves in mind/body debate, we inevitably return to

® dualistic interactionalism: a person consists of two quite radically different parts, a mind and a
body, each of which can causally act upon the other; reductive materialism: there are no minds but
only bodies; idealism: there are no bodies, only minds; epiphenomenalism; denies that the mind
can causally affect the body because the mind is merely a kind of by-product of certain complex
physical processes; parallelism: there is no causal interaction of any kind between minds and
bodies, each proceeds in its own way, parallel to but independent of the other. (Cornman et al,
1987).
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the truism that for most of us, in our current evolvement, bodies are a 'believable’
standpoint from which to address the world. For most of us, bodies seem at least
tangible, we all ‘have’ one. Perhaps it is just such ubiquity that tempts us, in some
theoretical spheres, to either ignore the body, or categorise it into obscurity. ‘Common-

sense’ prevails, whereas lateral exploration does not.

However, when discussing alternative views of self our ontological understanding of ‘the
body’ is not necessarily the stake holder. Rather, it is embodiment, with its accompanying
body, which seeks attention.

Radley (1998) argues that the body is a medium through which we engage the world; that
the body itself acts as signifier, and that it is embodiment, rather than the body per se, that
is central to psychological life and to social relationships. We cannot accord greater or
lesser signifying powers to the body, than we do to discourse, because to do so
immediately reinstates division, and consequently sidesteps the issue of embodiment in
favour of once more objectifying the body as a thing among other things, an object among

objects. Embodiment is not only about the body, it is also about social worlds.

Basically, if we did not have bodies human beings would not be what they are (Cromby &
Nightingale, 1999; Wertz, 1987). Our existence as human beings influences all aspects of
our lives. To speak of discursive selves, or relational selves, is to speak of embodied
discursive, or embodied relational, selves, whether we overtly acknowledge embodiment
or not. The ontological ‘who’, called into being through the discursive event, is an
‘embodied who'. Our lived experiences come through the body, whether through gesture,
speech, thought, action or inaction, even if we assume, or propose, differently.

Embodiment is a condition of human existence (Radley, 1998; Sampson 1998).

The notion of ‘lived experiences’ may raise issues for social constructionists. They may
be prepared to acknowledge the presence of the body within an interaction, but will more
than likely suggest that the idea of lived experiences is an historical and social
construction, in much the same way as they suggest that knowledge of any thing is
constituted through discourse, for example, imagined ontologies. Knowledge of any thing
must include lived experience.
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In social constructionist terms the body, or in particular, the ontological status of ‘the body’
is understood as a consequence of the political, moral and social realm within which it
resides (Nightingale, 1999). Such assertions restrict social constructionists to talking
‘about’ the body, rather than heralding a move toward embodied discourse (Sampson,
1998), and probably have some relevance to the absence of theorising embodiment in
social constructionist accounts of self. Smoothly explaining bodily experiences as
constructions can be captivating enough to re-route inquests of embodiment to Never-
Never-Land.

The conception of ‘lived experiences’ may sit more comfortably with a phenomenological
trend. Phenomenological accounts recognise the cultural embeddedness and semantically
mediated ‘nature’ of psychological phenomena, yet conceptualise these convictions as
“simultaneously embedded in the physicality of a material body” (Nightingale, 1999, p175).
Phenomenologically, the body becomes foundational, the ‘seat’ as it were, for all human
endeavour and practices (Sampson, 1998). Phenomenologists surmise that we know the
body, and our selves, from the ‘inside’. This is a problem for post-structuralists. A
theoretical emphasis upon the ‘inside’ is incompatible with post-structuralist embodied
relational self. As soon as we talk of ‘inside’ we realign with elements of individualism,
take as uncritical truisms such assumptions as ‘believable material body’, and produce an
inside/outside split.

Schrag (1997) states that there is no doubt that “the body as concrete embodiment is the
site of tasks to be performed and projects to be carried through - the body as lived is that
from which something is done” (p55). He is not talking of a vacuum somehow filled and
from whence we interpret the world, rather, he borrows from Deleuze and Guattari (1988)
and speaks of bodies functioning within an assemblage of forces®’. Hence embodiment,
and lived experience, are understood as social practice.

It has been suggested that a phenomenological standpoint of ‘foundational body’ is
sustained through the assumption that everyone knows what it is to be a human body,
certainly its fleshy, bounded aspects, are more corporal than the ‘mind’ (Radley, 1998;
Schrag, 1997). Such ubiquitous status can lead to more than just obscurity or omission.

® This is a notion synonymous with some arguments of Rose (1996) and emerges in more detail
when discussion moves to matters of power and privilege.
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Despite theoretical coherence, it can also ground embodiment within a theoretical cul-de-
sac.

If we acknowledge lived experience as embodied social practice, and as a condition of
human existence, we can understand the body as a ‘selfing device’ (Baerveldt &
Voestermans, 1998). The inference here is of an active body as part of a process. The
body is understood as a meaning-producing device, as a social performance, a signifier,
distinct from linguistic communication.

For example, Baerveldt and Voestermans (1998) discuss ‘anorexia nervosa’, not as "a
statement about, or a symbolic reference to, the social position of women, but as the
embodied expression of a culturally constituted subject” (p174). They are aligned here
with Radley (1998) and Sampson (1998), suggesting that our bodies are not to be
understood as constructed through the eye of the observer, but as an experience which is
intertwined with our experience of the ‘life-world’. Reducing the anorectic body to a
collection of discursively constructed meanings ignores “the experiential and expressive
body of the anorectic herself’ (Baerveldt & Voestermans, 1998, p175); part of the process
of selfing is overlooked.

Sampson (1998) expresses this notion similarly, and introduces the pitfalls of neglecting
the body, with his concept of ‘body politics’ (p49).

We spend too much of our energy focusing on language and
ideology and so miss the embodied character of language and
hence the position of the body in ideological practices... the
actual body is molded to carry within its very tissues and muscles
the story of ideology.

(Sampson, 1998, p49)

This view of Sampson’s (1998), and the parallel profferment of selfing, is of interest
because it alerts us to the ways that ideology and self are intertwined. Supporters of
embodiment are clearly claiming that the role of the body in ideological production cannot
be ignored. For those who address imbalance and injustice the notion of discursively
established ideology, maintained through language and conversation has provided a
useful, and powerful, resource through which to challenge institutional power. However,

the introduction of social practice and discourse as embodied, suggests that relations of
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domination and oppression have embodied aspects that have been to date, largely
disregarded in contemporary research practice.

The body tells its own story in the somaticisation of oppression and domination. In other
words, the body is ideologically shaped.

The muscles carry the message of social class. Body movements and
gestures tell one’s life story: the beaten-down body of the oppressed

day labourer; the pain wracked and tortured body of the profoundly
undernourished ... bodies that know hunger regardless of what or how
one has come to talk about it ... bodies whose muscles have been shaped,
hardened and weakened often into debilitating distortion by hard physical
labour and minimal nutrition ... these bodies know oppression; they are
oppression defined more clearly than perhaps we have been willing to
recognise. (Sampson, 1998, p49)

Sampson’s (1998) '‘body politics’ directs us toward the embodied nature of oppression and
domination, rather than considering only disembodied discursive practices produced within
a culture. There is, however, no claim to a foundational or essentialist body which
excludes cultural and historical mores. Relative to these assertions the selfing body is not

phenomenological.

Perhaps some of the concerns of social constructionists using a discursive/languaged
orientation to specifically address ideological practice may be allayed through the notion of
a somaticised body. Social constructionists, fearing that a theory of embodiment will
disrupt political agendas designed to destabilise oppressive and persecutory practices
(Nightingale, 1999), may find that when oppression is understood as embodied, as
“retained in the body’s knowledge of its place in the world” (Sampson, 1998, p50),
discussing ways out of oppression are undermined through the comportment of the
ideologically shaped body before us. Such a prospect must offer greater scope for
powerful political disruption than a purely discursive or constructionist analysis alone.
Furthermore, and in so far as specific issues of self are concerned, the somaticised
embodied discursively constructed self offers a transformative understanding of social
practices and humanity, plus transformative research practice. For even as we
conceptualise the idea of embodiment so we must understand our practitioner selves as
embodied, thus giving birth to the notion of embodied research rather than research on
the body (Frank, 1998; Sampson, 1998).
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The ‘problem' of accounting for particular embodied persons is not one that will be
resolved on these pages, but psychological and post-structuralist musings upon
embodiment are a useful adjunct to accounts of self as socially constructed. To add to the
idea of relational self constituted through language, culture and history, is the somaticised
ideological body and its ‘role’ in the production of embodied relational self. Embodied
thinking impacts also upon ‘the who' which clearly is more complex than argued in this

text, with a ‘nature’ governed by more than linguistic interaction alone.

When considering the possible ideological affects of somaticisation upon self, and the
notion of relational/storied self offered as self produced through language, the question of
‘power relations’, framed previously by O’Connor and Hallam (2000) as “the power of the
person to influence the social conversation”, becomes important to address. Generally
ideology and power are intertwined. However, let us first discuss the relationship between
power and self produced through language. This raises some interesting questions, and
although, this may seem like backtracking, the route to post-structuralist self is like that, a

detour here, a sidetrack there, with the occasional hilltop vista spread below.

If self is linguistically storied through embedded cultural texts, and if we consider this
process as self produced through ‘talk’, and talk as communication, how is it that we have
‘evolved’, in terms of producing new or different ways of speaking/being in the world? If
we're producing ourselves are we constrained by what we produce? Is
language/talk/discourse morphable - do the stories change? Why do some discourses
appear more dominant than others, and how and why does such dominance shift and
reform over time? What do issues of dominance and power mean for self, do they mean
anything at all?

From some perspectives these questions feign a naive understanding of a social
constructionist position. Both Gergen (1989) and Shotter (1989) discuss meaning as a
managed accomplishment, through, for example, rights and duties of communicants,
changing relations between positions, linguistic systems, and so on. This is discussed in
more detail by Potter and Wetherell (1987) who ask similar questions relating to the ‘rise
and fall’ of specific linguistic practices and self-constructions during particular historical
periods and in certain societies. They elaborate upon the dominion of power, discussing it

from a social constructionist perspective, as sustained through “pressure to be
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accountable and intelligible to others”, thus privileging “certain communal organisation of
self-experience” (p106). From this standpoint dominant practices and self-constructions
can be understood as effects of people’s desire for prevalence of their ‘voice’, or ‘speaking
rights’ over competing versions. Lacan (1977) offers a comparative perspective describing
it as the “struggle for prestige” (p69).

The self is thus articulated in discourse in ways that will maximise
one’s warrant or claim to be heard. Some versions of the self will
thus come to predominate in some contexts....voice is determined
by how skilfully one can use warranting conventions. And a vital
part of warranting one’s actions, making them appear reasonable
and justifiable, is being able to present different kinds of the self
appropriately.
(Potter & Wetherell, 1987, p108)

Such an explanation constructs an individualistic human agent motivated by self-
presentation which seems more consistent with positivist understandings of self, than with
an interpersonal, socially constructed relational self. As Potter and Wetherell also
suggest, it is not the only way of understanding the dominance of some discourses over
others and what this may mean in terms of power. Even while maintaining the notion of

relational self a different view can be proffered, as follows.

Textual resources, such as ‘possessive individualism’ discussed earlier, can be organised,
and understood, as “institutional anchors” (Irvine, 2000, p25), thus framing self-narratives
as grounded in institutions, and self as located within institutional contexts.

Such a notion is not unfamiliar, particularly to proponents of, for example, Foucauldian,
and Marxist schools of thought which suggest that society is reproduced through the
discursive articulation of particular kinds of selves, and, furthermore, that not all discursive
productions of self carry equal weight. Rather than suggesting that ‘weight distribution’
relies upon self-presentation, the idea is that some discourses become more accessible,
more ‘credible’, and thus more powerful.

But, power, or something called power, does not exist universally in a consolidated or
diluted form. It exists through action. Textual resources/discourses gain power through
use in relation to each other. Power can be understood as a cluster of relations produced

through discursive practice (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982). As discourses become more
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powerful they begin to serve as institutionalised practice (Foucault, 1970, 1972; Frewin &
Tuffin, 1998; O'Neill, 1997; Potter & Wetherell, 1987; Weedon, 1987).

Conventional, and social constructionist, images of subjectivity'® are challenged through
this proposal. While acknowledging that warranting and justifying one’s actions through
the use of discourses which produce particular organisations of self transpires, complexity
is argued through the suggestion that when institutionalised practices become dominant
people are constrained through “the range of linguistic practices available to them to make
sense”, (Potter & Wetherell, 1987, p109). In other words, warranting and justifying take
place within ‘boundaries’ of available discourse. They are resources amongst other
resources rather than a means to an end. Power relations, and patterns of domination
and subordination, are constituted and maintained because even as self is produced
through discourse, self is also subjected to discourse (Barrett, 1991; Parker,1989).

Rose (1996), takes particular issue with the social constructionist view of language,
suggesting that it is flawed. He acknowledges the significance of constructing self as
produced through cultural interactional narratives, but, interprets the social constructionist
analysis of language as reduced to “talk’, situationally negotiated meanings between
individuals” (p177). Viewing such analysis as problematic Rose suggests it accords “too

much to language as communication and nothing at all to language as assemblage”
(p178).

Whereas Gergen (1989) and Shotter (1989) describe the dominion of power and privilege,
and relevant self-constructions, in terms of accountability and affects of desire in relation
to the discourse of others, Rose (1996) censures the construction of individualistic human
agency emerging through this description (see also Burkitt, 1999). He suggests that such
portrayals posit “the human agent as the core of sense-making activities, in actively
negotiating his or her way through available accounts in order to live a meaningful life”
(Rose, 1996, p177). Rather than presenting a ‘new’ self, their description returns us to an
‘old’ familiar self, which has some similarities with traditional positivist understandings.

'® As we move into the post-structuralist realm of power ‘self' as languaged description is no longer
adequate to describe self, hence the shift, when appropriate, to using ‘subjectivity’. Subjectivity, as
description, encompasses the actions performed upon and through self, as well as the production of
self. Subjectivity, as naming, acknowledges the power relations impinged through the use of textual
resources.
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Self is assembled as a humanistic unified agent constructing itself as a self, albeit within a
linguistic and cultural context. An hermeneutic, phenomenological self is re-produced,
with affects of meaning and communication taking their form in the person, ‘who’, is
understood as an actor interacting with others.

Rose (1996) raises a valid point, however, it may be labouring an issue raised earlier.
That is, in any discussion of social constructionist self ‘the who’ must emerge. Simply put,
a deconstruction of ‘social constructionist relational self provokes a return to ontological
issues of who does the knowing and where. Rose has named ‘the who' in this instance as
‘the interacting actor’. It is doubtful that this is the intent of Gergen (1989), Shotter (1989),
or any other proponents of a socially constructed relational self. Intent aside, Rose’s point
does elucidate the frailty of this social constructionist argument, particularly when arguing
in a Foucauldian sense, about the dominion of particular discourses over others and the
power of the person to influence the social conversation.

What Rose (1996) writes acknowledges the importance and significance of self
constructed through interactional narratives, but, simultaneously, reduces the social
constructionist treatise of self to an essentialist echo. In so doing he vigorously fortifies
his own standpoint, proclaiming that,

In accounting for our history and our specificity, it is not to the
realm of signs, meanings and communications that we should
turn, but to the analytics of techniques, intensities, authorities,
and apparatuses.

(Rose, 1996, p178)

Such a proclamation invites another perspective of self, one which requires an
understanding, and an exploration, of the inherent complexities which arise in any
discussion of dominions of power and the effects of power upon self. Rose (1996) is
suggesting that as an integral solution to ‘the problem of self*, we cannot rely simply upon
the notion of relational self constituted through narrative while wending a way through a
life circumscribed through self-presentation.

On the other hand neither Rose (1996), nor myself, are suggesting that social
constructionist self is offered as such, however in this chapter, the social constructionist
self under discussion seems to be usefully acting as fulcrum from which to inquire into
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forms and nuances of self, and from which to expand and explore collateral and
synchronous meanings of self. In particular, focus upon social constructionist self raises
the absence of, for example, both Foucault's (1977) and Rose’s discourses of power,
dominance, and being. When such absences are noticed questions such as the following
become fundamental in any discussion of self in relation to ‘itself’.

Who has authority to speak? Who or where is the speaker?’’ What are truth claims?
Who/what may make claims to truth? Through what regimes and practices are we
governed?

It seems to matter little, how much, or how far, the notion of post-structuralist self is
discussed, debated, bandied about, in one way or another we continually revisit the
question of who speaks, although the question can be understood in different ways. That
is, from an ontological perspective, or from the perspective of positioning in terms of
power. And, we are consistently asked to seriously consider the effects of power relations
and differences. It seems that these issues are integral when exploring self as constituted
subject.

Rose (1996) promotes subjectification as “a product, neither of the psyche nor of
language, but of a heterogeneous assemblage of bodies, vocabularies, judgments,
techniques, inscriptions, practices” (p182). But, he is not talking here of simple tools of
communication. We should not understand such assemblage as primarily for the
purposes of interaction and dealing with interpersonal matters. We are more than ‘just
interrelational communicators’. Although we make sense of ourselves, and understand
relations to ourselves, through, techniques of, for example, ways of speaking, moral
codes, institutional values, this is only part of the assemblage producing our humanity. In
the same way that we previously could not accord greater status to either discourse or the
body (Radley,1998), Rose argues that we cannot afford to treat language, nor the psyche
as superlative signifiers. Language is embedded within practices that produce human
beings. It is through regimes that exchange arises and it is through exchange that self is
called into being. Regimes can be understood as an encompassing assemblage of

practices of governance. For example, the “contemporary regime of subjectification”

" In terms of positioning rather than ontologically.
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(Rose, 1996, p39) includes all of the ways through which we do subjectification, all of the
practices, the systems, the buildings, the spaces, including the concept.

A more concrete example might be to imagine the factory, consistent machinery
movement, sound, the product rattling along its carriageway. Have you ever visited a
brewery? On the highest floors, open-topped vats filled with liquid hops fermenting,
siphon to the next floor down, into closed vats, then down again, a different process on
every floor, until the ground floor golden fluid pours into brown, green bottles, special
shapes and sizes, aluminium cans, tall and short, boxed and shipped, the final product
gurgling through the throats of human beings. The practice of beer making emerges
through regimes of, for example, ‘altered states’ which include alcohol consumption as a
regulatory apparatus. Beer is produced through the practice, the technology of the beer-
making taking place through the factory. Within the practice are other practices, glass

making, packaging, drinking; practices assembling and being assembled through human
beings.

Taking various forms, as described by Rose (1996) - “medical, legal, economic, erotic,
domestic, spiritual” (p181); practices require the production of speech, they shape,
organise, and inscribe, they package assemblages of persons, and produce human being.
Within this assemblage, and packaging, language plays a part, but, perhaps more as
translator, than primary producer.

This is Rose's (1996) allegation, that too little attention is paid to situated practices that
prescribe and induce certain relations to oneself. Inscription devices, such as “cultural
technologies that serve as ways of encoding, stabilising, and enjoining ‘being human™ are
ignored (p181).

Once technicized, machinated, and located in places and practices, a
different image of ‘the construction of persons’ emerges. Persons, here
function in an inescapably heterogeneous way, as arrangements whose
capacities are made up and transformed through the connections and
linkages within which they are caught up in particular spaces and places”
(Rose, 1996, p182)

Rather than discursively analysing storied selves, should we be examining the assembling
of subjects, the analytics of techniques, authorities and apparatus? When considering
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language should we examine what it ‘does’, and consequently expose the regimes that
empower particular authorities to speak our truth; the regimes that constitute our relations
with ourselves as subjects; the arrangements of buildings, landscapes, producing our
subjectification as clients, consumers, those analysed; the regulatory practices that govern
individuals through the notion of self?

Rose (1996) suggests that this is precisely what we need to do, and that, we can, by all
means, incorporate different understandings of self, but, that we must also address the
production and governing of self through technologies of representation, and apparatus of
dominance. Psychologists have lingered too long with Wittgensteinian language games
and it is time to broaden our interpretations of subjectivity. Indeed, when considering the
perspectives so far, including Rose’s argument, it is easy to see why we do have so many
different self conceptions. Additionally, Rose’'s argument augments the validity of
addressing power relations, and when entwined with the ontological and embodiment
arguments of, for example, Schrag (1997), Stam (1998), and Radley (1998), supports
humanity as complex assemblage. As further consensus any post-structuralist analysis of
self seems to highlight the presence of absence, thus re-routing discussion to issues of
ontology, embodiment and power relations. It is apparent that these issues are pivotal in
discussions of self.

For example, numerous concepts are invoked when considering Walkerdine's (1981) self
as “a ‘nexus of subjectivities’ set in relation to different types of (contradictory) texts”
(Parker et al, 1995, p89). Some of these might be: movement, fluidity, multiplicity,
connection, relationship. The nexus notion presents as an alternative understanding of
self. Nexus self is certainly not unitary, stable, nor independent, and thus can be
understood as contrary to positivist understandings. Because its conception suggests self
produced in relation to different texts (not unlike socially constructed relational self), and
as texts are in constant motion, subjectivity is understood, through this notion, as
constantly shifting, momentary positioning (Parker et al, 1995).

This explanation offers a glimpse of part of a regime. Nexus self does not address issues
of speaking authority, speaker locations, or dominant truth claims. It doesn’t necessarily
have to, although some will say, that as a description of post-structuralist self it should.
Perhaps this is where debate begins, and where the problem (of self) lies. Although
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nexus self participates in the self debate, and effectively contributes a way of
understanding the negotiation of identities (Parker et al, 1995), it abandons seekers of
more heterogeneous phenomena. In challenge it can be argued that not only does nexus
self ‘fall short’, it also cannot avoid essentialism, presenting as it does, as some/thing set
in relation to other things, with the constitution of that some/thing remaining a mystery.
Such a conclusion invites ontologists, epistemologists, hermeneutists, social
constructionists, phenomenologists, Foucauldians, and positivists (the list could continue)
to enter debate and continue the eternal argument over ‘real’ self.

We are reminded by Harré (1991) that self is a province that is known only through
reason, and that its very nature protects it from empirical study.

Whenever it tries to catch a glimpse of itself it must become

invisible to itself, since it is that very Self which would have to

catch that very glimpse... It is never presented in experience.
(Harré, 1991, p52-53)

In other words, there is no ‘real’ self to be found and we must understand that self is a
philosophical perspective. The hilltop vistas hinted at earlier do not offer a clear view.
Even in this chapter discussing various post-structuralist views of self could continue but |
suspect we would arrive in the same place we are now. It is clear that self is a standpoint
product, not only in terms of where you come from, but also in terms of what you are
attracted to. It is also apparent that ontological issues, embodiment and power relations
are integrally entwined with a post-structuralist understanding of self whether they come
under consideration or not.

So, where does such a conclusion leave this study?

Some of the conceptions of self prevalent in the psychological post-structuralist literature
have been discussed and a more informed perspective of post-structuralist self and
surrounding issues has emerged. From this discussion the difficulties of defining self
have become apparent. What remains is a standpoint declaration which is not necessarily
an easy task.
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To claim a standpoint is to reify a position, and to define that which cannot be defined.
Any standpoint declaration must introduce essentialism, a tenet antithetical to post-
structuralist thought. Yet this post-structuralist study cannot progress without a self
standpoint. A paradox indeed.

If I am to remain homogeneous with post-structuralist heritage | need to name myself as
hermeneutic inquirer and simply report, critique and compare the psychological post-
structuralist literature of self. However, as | have set myself a task of analytical study |
must style post-structuralism accordingly, and choose from amongst resources and tools
to complete the task. | can claim discourse analysis, deconstruction, grounded theory,
ethnomethodology, phenomenology, textual analysis, or any number of other styles and
still present as post-structuralist study. | can do this because it is accepted practice to do
so. As long as | explain myself in a way that makes sense to others my choice is
considered valid.

But, my point, really is this: In the same way that | choose my analytical tools | also
choose my self standpoint. To some extent | am constrained, | must choose what is
useful to me, what makes sense to me, and what will work for this study. There is also an
element of attraction, even if other standpoints make sense, | choose what | like, what |
am attracted to, and | suggest that this is so for most proponents of any theoretical
concepts. Theoretical perspectives are tools not necessarily real or true, but useful, in
terms of both analytical work, and equilibrium. Sometimes they are also fun and exciting
and would all be useful, but the study demands a more restrained focus and | have to
choose. And so | do.

My favoured standpoint promotes self as embodied assemblage. To ignore the demands
of Rose (1996) paralyses self as constitutive of language and embalmed as a cultural and
historical artefact. Although | may appear to favour two positions, in effect | am adopting a
standpoint compiled of all that has been discussed. We do construct our selves through
language, and our selves are also constructed through language, our bodies, and our
regimes. We are inter-relational creatures, culturally and historically bound, but we are
‘bigger’ than we may have thought. We must account for power relations otherwise we
cannot make sense of our relationships, nor our evolvement; we cannot understand where

we have been and where we might go, or what we might become. Hence | engage with a
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standpoint offering scope to address the multiple complexities surrounding humanities
self.

Such scope is elaborated if a moment is taken to consider how we arrive at our
proclamations. Not only do theories explain they also produce. Self is constrained,
enhanced, stagnates, or evolves through theoretical perspective which becomes
understood as gospel yet takes on such status of ordinariness that to question is to induce
incredulity. We sometimes forget that our constructions are metaphorically induced, and
that Western forms of subjectivity are no exception (Lovlie, 1992; Parker et al, 1995).

As humanity parades various forms of subjectivity, the post-structuralist analyst might look
for the metaphorical foundations or building blocks through which particular types of
selfhood are made possible. Worldviews are infused with notions such as ‘core self, ‘true
self’, ‘private self, ‘relational self, which can be understood as metaphorical icons similar
to that of Pepper’s (1942) ‘root metaphor’. The root metaphor provides the framework and
underlies conceptual sense making of events in our world; it is pervasive in language,
thought and action (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Sarbin, 1986). Rather than visible nuances
root metaphors acquire a taken-for-granted status as their metaphorical qualities become
submerged. Original tentative conceptualisations of ‘how we are in the world' become
reified and take on legitimacy (Parker et al, 1995).

This is so, for the self standpoints discussed in this chapter, and for the analytical
standpoint adopted through this study. Original conceptions and metaphorical status are
submerged. Meaning is clandestine. The discipline of psychology has reflected and
helped to shape the way we think of self. The advent of post-structuralist thinking has
introduced complexity and intrigue, but continues to act as shaper of selves. As
psychologists, studying humanity, we have a responsibility to expose and consider the
selves that we construct. Psychology has assisted in making that which is public, private;
it is through psychology that the personal and the political have integrated as matters of
self until the entwining has evolved into dominant structures traditionally left unchallenged.
Unchallenged we deliver ‘problems of the psyche' to therapeutic intervention, and
understand our problems in terms of family dynamics, inner states, unconscious dynamics
and so on (Gadlin, 1995). We embrace a society of individualism and personal
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responsibility with little or no understanding of the assemblages producing our captivated
selves.

This study invites consideration of the relationship between the assembling of selves and
psychological intervention technologies designed to assist assemblage. It borrows from
post-structuralist thinking of self because such thought fosters the disentangling of power
relations, deconstructs and identifies underlying metaphor, and assists in illuminating the
entwined personal and political. Additionally it offers other ways of constituting self, and
from other ways, different, new ways of knowing are articulated. From this standpoint “we
might at least enhance the contestability of the forms of being that have been invented for
us, and begin to invent ourselves differently” (Rose, 1996, p197).
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CHAPTER THREE
THE PRACTICE OF PSYCHOTHERAPY

This chapter has concerns with the practice of psychotherapy. It doesn’t propose an
evolutionary overview, nor a discussion of various practices. Rather it considers the
notion of psychotherapy as a situated product which impinges upon and shapes the self,
(Hodges, 1995; McNamee & Gergen, 1992; Parker, 1999b; Parker, et al 1995; Rose,
1990, 1996). As well, it investigates the charge of psychotherapy as a form of social
control masquerading as a technique of the helping professions (Hare-Mustin, 1994a).

The position of psychotherapeutic practitioners can be historically understood as
gatekeepers of the psyche, or standard-bearers and truth-holders of ‘the path to mental
health’ (Cushman, 1992; Rose, 1990, 1996). It is to the psychotherapeutic and allied
practices that we turn when assailed by troubles of the mind, relationship issues, or
behavioural problems.  Utilising philanthropic principles, traditional practices have
produced ‘expert knowers’ administering to ‘health seekers’. Such comments are not
faults nor criticisms to be directed at hard-working psychotherapists and counsellors,
rather they illustrate the discursive milieu of an era in which dominant discourse has
encouraged ‘the professional expert’ as possessor of ‘knowledge’ and ‘insight’. For those
invested in the ‘good’ and ‘worthwhile’ task of ‘helping’ people struggling with equilibrium
Hare-Mustin’s (1994a) proposal that “therapists are engaged in social control more than
social change” can seem startling (p20).

Within this era of ministering experts, the dominion of modern psychotherapeutic practice,
and its potent influence upon the subjectivity of humanity has not been ignored. For
example, debate has explored and challenged, the power of psychiatry and the -
‘medicalising’ of ‘mental distress’ (Coleman, 1984; De Swaan, 1990; Foucault 1965; Keen,
1997; Leifer, 1990; Parker et al, 1995; Prior, 1993; Szasz, 1979); the moral responsibilities
of practitioners (Greifinger, 1997; Prior, 1993; Szasz, 1979); the influence of the
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM)' (Tavris, 1992; Tomm,
1990; Szasz, 1979); and the socialising effects of psychotherapeutic discourse

i Originally published by the American Psychiatric Association in 1952 and consistently revised over
the years. At the time of writing known as the DSM-IVR.
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(Friedlander, 1984; Pallone, 1986; Prior, 1993; Tavris, 1992; Tudor and Tudor, 1994;
Szasz, 1979).

Traditionally, however, therapist-client models have taken little account of the wider
ideological and political configurations within which therapeutic practice takes place. The
notion of psychotherapy as a discursively and ideologically produced practice of ‘our time’
through which both distress and treatment are constructed and socialised comes as a
surprise to many practitioners, researchers, and laypersons (Banton, Clifford, Frosh,
Lousada, & Rosenthall, 1985).

The following contemporary story'® may illuminate this point.

Recently | received a phone call from a friend who has been a practising counsellor for
seven years, has completed a three-year nationally recognised counselling course,
several years of private training, and many hours of experiential personal therapy. He
rang with a revelation. He was very excited. While recently attending a refresher course
he learned something ‘new’ about ‘roles’. Upon his return home, and when listening to a
client’s story, he noticed that the story corresponded with his new perspective of ‘role
theory’. Simultaneously he realised that he could fit his client’s story into any number of
psychotherapeutic models, and vice versa, and treat the client accordingly. Any model
could be made to fit any client and any story, and the ensuing therapeutic work would
follow a path determined by his choice. Having previously assumed that there were right
ways to work, he also noticed that choosing and following a particular model could invite a
rigid approach through which he, as therapist, might ignore or miss some things going on
for the client, because he would be working under the assumption that his choice was
right. His assumptions would affect the way he practiced. Furthermore, he recognised
that any chosen way of working would influence how both he and his client understood the
issue, and the possible outcome. Moreover, he suggested that the client didn’t really have
a say in whatever technique he, as counsellor, chose to work with. My friend was both
elated and alarmed by his discovery, adding that facilitators of another course he was
currently attending had a tendency to talk down to attendees, as though they had all the
answers. He had challenged some of the things they said, but noticed that he was the
only one to do so. This caused him to wonder about the benefits of therapy for clients
unable to challenge, or who take all they are told as gospel, and what this might mean in
terms of power relations within the therapeutic relationship.

There are a number of reasons for telling this tale. My friend’s story illustrates the ease
with which practitioners can assume the ‘rightness’, or ‘truth’ about a way of working.

Practitioners often fail to acknowledge that there are many routes to ‘well-being’, all of

which may have their own particular consequences for the client. Additionally, the story

3 |dentifiable details are obscured.
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raises the oft-unacknowledged consequences of power relations within the therapeutic
alliance.

While | was pleased to hear the excitement of my friend's ‘great discovery’ and we talked
at length about the dominance of particular ideologies, the socialising effects of language,
the construction of self, and a ‘general ignorance’ of power relations, | was also surprised
to hear him frame his perceptions as ‘revelation’*. His thoughts were so aligned with my
own research study, that | couldn’t help but be supportive, but privately | was also alarmed
by his naivety and wondered why he did not know ‘all this stuff’ already.

He is a professional. If he, a person who is careful and conscientious about his practice,
his relationships with clients, and his position as ‘the counsellor’, had little awareness of
what appears to me, an academic researching psychologist, as very basic ‘knowledge’,
then what of the many other counsellors, psychotherapists, psychologists, ‘out there’ who
aren’t as careful and conscientious? How many practitioners work from a standpoint of
‘one shoes fits all’, where therapists are ‘all-knowing’, and psychotherapeutic practice is
understood as a legitimate, often scientific, treatment for distress? How many understand
the constraints applied through choice of model? Who is aware that even the therapeutic
setting, whether in a hospital, private consulting rooms, or an idyllic weekend hideaway,
constructs relationship and repercussions, that impinge upon a client’s sense of self?

Part of my own surprise, and alarm, was of course my own naivety, and my own blinkered
assumption that other people ‘operate’ the same way as me. In the same way that many
theorists and practitioners forget the historical and contextual origins of both themselves,
and their models, | had forgotten, and still do forget from time to time, that my own
psychotherapeutic practice and musings have long been influenced through a post-
structuralist standpoint. Because | am both academically and psychotherapeutically
oriented | put the two together, they are often blurred. Yet, even though I try to question,
challenge, and remain mindful of my psychotherapeutic orientations, | can as easily as
anybody else become inured to my own, often comfortable, way of practicing. It is only

when | return to my theoretical foundations that | am reminded that my practices and

" | have since discovered that ‘not knowing' is not so unusual. Hansen and Freimuth (1997)
suggest that practitioners are often unaware of how their assumptive worldviews and schools of
thought affect their conceptualisations.
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knowledges are neither neutral nor innocent, and that any set of assumptions can act to
constrain and enable depending upon the production and the knowledge of producers.

The power of psychotherapeutic intervention to shape our selves and our world is not well
understood, not always recognised, and often ignored. The ideological and discursive
resources, and constraints, that construct the therapeutic relationship are not insouciant.
As researchers of the human condition and as practitioners of integrity, we need to know
more about the selves produced when clients are ‘told’ how to be. Such aspirations can
be accomplished through knowing more about the discursive and ideological operation of
therapeutics upon persons (Hodges, 1995).

For psychologists, post-structuralist inquiry has generated much discussion about the
discursive production and politicising of therapeutic practice, allied as it is with
psychological practices. Post-structuralist methods of investigation have supported the
questioning of taken for granted assumptions and the historical status of meanings
(Drewery, et al 2000; Drewery & Monk, 1994; Gerhardt & Stinson, 1996; Hare-Mustin,
1994a; Harper, 1994, 1995; Hodges, 1995; Keen, 1997; McNamee & Gergen, 1992; Madill
& Doherty, 1994; Owen, 1992; Parker et al, 1995; Parker, 1999b; Stroebe, Gergen,
Gergen, & Stroebe, 1992) to the extent of developing new therapeutic approaches, for
example, Narrative and Solution-focused models, which, for some, fit more comfortably
with a post-structuralist perspective (Epston, 1989; Freedman & Coombs, 1996; Furman &
Ahola, 1992; Monk, Winslade, Crocket, and Epston, 1997; White, 1995; White & Epston,
1990).

Such questioning is relevant to the status of this study, but the concern of this chapter is
to propose a post-structuralist understanding of the prevalence and power of
psychotherapy as a technology of historical time, which impinges upon and shapes the
self, even beyond the therapeutic setting. To this end | won't currently explore the
production of new therapeutic technologies, nor delve deeply into either the construction,
or deconstruction, of discursively produced meanings, although such concepts will be
discussed as this study proceeds. Rather, | take this opportunity to focus upon talk of
psychotherapy as a form of social control and the assertion that therapists engage in
social control more than social change. Such focus will illuminate the production of
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psychotherapeutic practice as a shaping technology, and unite the somewhat oxymoronic
coupling of apparatus of power with helping profession.

The notion of psychotherapy as a situated product which impinges upon and shapes the
self is promoted through the understanding that neither claims of social control nor
therapeutic process occur in a vacuum. From a post-structuralist perspective, all claims to
knowledge, including psychological, are understood as embedded within historico-
contextual social practices and relationships. Such practices and relationships are not
static; structures of language and meaning through which people produce their lives
Change, as do our ideologies. In situating claims of social control, and this study,
contextualised language in terms of meaning-making apparatus, relationships of discourse
and power and the impingement of such relationships upon knowledge claims, warrant
some consideration. Accordingly, the following account of discursive production serves as
contextual indicator for locating psychotherapeutic practice as a technology of power and
apparatus of dominion.

In briefest terms, discourse can be understood as interconnected systems of statements
(Parker, 1992). Rather than an independent languaged commentary of events and
objects, particular knowledges and practices are constituted through commonly
understood discourse (Gavey, 1989; Hare-Mustin, 1994a). Cultural stories (for example,
marriage); bodily movements and myths (for example, femininity); institutional structures
(for example, government, education), and experiences of our selves or social and
psychological events, are discursively constituted versions of actions and phenomena
(Parker, 1992; Widdicombe, 1993). Numerous ‘knowledge claims’, or ‘discourses’ are
simultaneously at work producing many different and generally, competing, meaning
systems (Parker, 1990b, 1992). It is through linguistic, and non-linguistic, meaning
making systems that we come to understand the world. Through discourse we
understand the construction of our lived ‘reality’ (Wetherell & Potter, 1988). Discourse
both produces and is produced; it constitutes, maintains, enables and constrains, us and
our circumstances.

Each discursive act is constituted through an ideological history, often deeply and
metaphorically so implicit that the discourse appears natural, common sense, or obvious
(Billig, 1997). Moreover, humanity is part of and continues “the ideological history of the
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discursive themes which they are using” (Billig, 1997, p49). Such themes are not neutral,
discourses maintain their own power'®, and are not necessarily equally weighted. Some
are more accessible and more credible than others. For example, typically, our institutional
practices, such as, medicine, education, or science, are anchored through powerful
dominant discourses which construct and reproduce our social customs and our
experiences of meaning (Foucault, 1970, 1972; Gavey, 1989; Potter & Wetherell, 1987;
Weedon, 1987). Such dominant conceptions of ‘truth’ and ‘reality’ are both inclusive and
influential.

Recursively, both discourse as self assemblage, and our selves as discursive progenitors,
are constituted through apparatus and relationships of power. In other words we
understand our selves through discourse, at the same time as we produce discourses to
understand our selves. We don't always understand how much of our productions, and
our selves, are produced through dominant and traditional practices. For example, and as
discussed in the previous chapter, mainstream psychological discourses traditionally
construct ‘modern’ self as a unitary rational subject, stable, individualistic, and imbued with
independent agency. Challenge to this dominant understanding is often met with
astonishment, ridicule, and court-martialling to the margins. Whereas, and as promoted
through this study, there are other ways of understanding and talking about self.
Mainstream psychology’s self, which we accept as given, is a contextual artefact,

empirically constructed and discursively produced through a positivist standpoint.

As ‘truth-sayer’, or ‘legitimator’ psychology, and subsequently psychology’s self, is
powerful. Once upon a time, religion, a previously dominant and still robust discourse,
was the apparatus through which we constituted our humanity. Psychology, allied as it
often is with the hegemonic science discourse, has become a replacement apparatus
through which to understand our lives (Hodges, 1995).

Through humanity’s public acceptance discourses, such as, science, femininity,
masculinity, religion, law, medicine, adolescence, middle-age, psychiatry, psychotherapy,
are re-produced. Such consent yields and legitimises powerful social regulators that
simultaneously inform and create the political apparatus that govern society (Dreyfus &

" Power here refers to power relations reproduced by discourses, suggesting for example, that
institutions are structured around, and reproduce power relations.
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Rabinow, 1982; Rose, 1990, 1996). In other words the discourses are assimilated as
acceptable cultural practice, thus constituted as ‘commonplace’ or ‘ordinary’. Humanity is

socially regulated through cultural practices that are re-produced on a daily basis.

As an institution, and since its official invention during the second half of the 19th Century
(Cushman, 1992), modern psychotherapeutic practice has principally operated under the
auspices of a dominant scientist-practitioner discourse. Psychotherapeutic interpretations
of theory and practice are habitually understood as scientific, that is, akin to facts, with
practitioners viewed as knowledgable experts. During the 20th Century, and still in the
21st Century, psychotherapy is discursively constituted as a ‘legitimate’ psychological
technique for gaining entry into “the realm of the private that the modern era has located
within each self-contained individual” (Cushman, 1992, p22). The apolitical, transhistorical
constitution of psychotherapy is often ignored. The ‘facts’ are not necessarily as they

seem and psychotherapy as stable legitimate practice is open to challenge.

Currently many different forms of psychotherapy are practised, as well as many variants of
the major approaches which include behaviour therapies, cognitive therapies, cognitive-
behaviour therapies, skill training therapies, behavioural medicine/health therapies,
humanist and experiential therapies, psychoanalysis, psychodynamic orientations,
interpersonal and sociocultural therapies, eclectic and integrative therapies (Corsini &
Wedding, 1995; Ford & Urban, 1998). Although these approaches purport differing
ontological and epistemological assumptions they operate under at least one compatible
premise, that of the self-contained individual. Challenges to this doctrine have transpired.
However, until recently psychotherapy has primarily operated under an assumption of an
interior self infused with feelings and thoughts that are understood as intrapsychic
process, rather than products of culture, history, or interpersonal interactions (Kaye,
1999). It is largely through psychological and psychotherapuetic discourse and practices
that the technological means, and justifications, for ‘entering’ the modernist interior have
been developed. “Psychotherapists have become, first and foremost, doctors of the
psychological interior” (Cushman, 1992, p57).

Psychology, as ‘scientific' practice, plays a crucial role in the production of unitary self
discourse, and it is through this discipline that various forms of psychotherapy are
informed. As a system of meaning psychology constitutes humanity as ‘state dependent'.
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In other words people ‘have’ certain internal states which psychologists can recognise,
predict and control. Through this system psychological discourse takes up a position of
official/legitimate transcriber of the shape of the interior, the private, and the personal. As
sanctioned interpreter psychology as a discipline becomes understood as a social
necessity. Positioned thus, psychology is legitimately justified in offering solutions for
gaining entry, monitoring, and regulating the thinking and feeling going on inside
individuals (Cushman,1992; Parker,1999b; Rose,1990,1996). Through the psychological
practices that construct this realm of the interior, psychotherapeutic technologies are
refined. Psychotherapists, as caretakers of the private province, produce their own
theories and practices, and thus, legitimise their position as helping professionals, holders,
and dispensers of expert knowledge.

This interweaving of theory and practice produces a network of enculturised
understandings about how persons operate in the world. However, network producers,
and users, disremember that therapeutic technologies are temporally constituted through
historico-cultural context. Therapeutic technologies are not discovered artefacts, or
truthful inventions, they are created concepts cultivated through social custom and habitat.
The assumption that the technologies are neutral, apolitical, and transhistorical, produces
a normalising and pathologising culture (Burr, 1995; Parker 1999b). The socially
constructed constitution of taken for granted phenomenon, such as, emotional distress,
delinquency, or depression is obviated through the dominance of traditional technologies.
Such notions disregard the power of psychology and psychotherapy in shaping, not only
individuals, but society in general.

Power is produced through relationship not in isolation. It is through understanding the
entwined political, historical, and socially constructed constitution of psychological
technologies that the power of such institutional practice is identified. Such a process is
particularly relevant to technologies of psychotherapeutics. As a practice
psychotherapeutics has concerns with the interior, with what goes on inside minds. Within
the experience and treatment of distress the role of language and society has been
brushed away. Whereas, it is through elaboration and discussion of the role of language
and society that analysis of practices of power can be engaged (Parker, et. al., 1995).
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Through the following Foucauldian interpretation the dominion of our helping professions
can be located as a consequence of our modern configuration of self and its function in
Western society. Such an account promotes an historical perspective suggesting that the
dominance of our ‘expert helpers’ is a cultural product. It contributes as explanation for
the politicising of psychological technologies and offers an argument for production of
psychotherapeutic practice as a social regulator. It deconstructs the ‘common sense’
ideological history of psychological discourse and conceptualises psychotherapeutics as a
political product of historico-cultural time and, consequently, an effect of regimes of power
(Parker et al, 1995).

A Foucauldian standpoint orients us to the evolving individual self which emerged through
the turbulence of the Renaissance; the Industrial Revolution; increased mobility; the
decline of religious authority; urbanisation and secularisation. An evolving individual self
was unpredictable, compared to the prior self constrained under the faded control of
feudal lords, monarchies, tradition and religion. During the same period the ascent and
demands of capitalism prompted a new role for the state. Previously solely concerned
with the ordering of ‘a good life’, political practices now veered to oversee continually
changing forces, made up in large part of human resources. Priority was reserved for the
ordering and disciplining of the state’s subjects, which introduced a new relationship
between history and politics. The modern individual became an object of political and
scientific concern, and the state, rather than any larger ethical order, was gradually
constituted as an end in itself (Cushman, 1992; Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982; Foucault, 1977,
1981; Rose, 1990, 1996).

The gathering of information became a crucial component of the government's
administrative apparatus. New self, now isolated from traditional and moral guidelines,
was introduced to a new kind of expert. Detailed knowledge, gathered empirically,
constituted the strengths or weakness of political forces, steered political choices, and the
welfare of the populance. The geography, environment, population, resources, problems,
became critical elements of the new order. The needs of the people, were not conceived
as ends in themselves, they were seen in terms of increments of power, the state’s power.
Human beings were to be docile and productive, marshalled through, for example, the
military, the factories, the hospitals, the universities, the schools. Welfare was constituted
through the empirical observations and predictions of the social scientists, with philosophic
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discourse seeking the essential nature of humanity diverted to the margins. Disciplined,
orderly individuals fulfiled the demands of capitalism, and vice versa, capitalism was
supported through normalising and controlling the populance (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982;
Foucault, 1977, 1981).

‘Disciplinary power’ maintained through disciplinary technologies was established through
techniques, strategies, practices (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982). There were new kinds of
objects of knowledge to be concerned about. The lives of human resources, their
activities, their miseries, their joys, their work, and their deaths, became important, in so
far as they were politically useful. Self became an object of observation, but from the
‘inside’ as well as the outside.

Foucault’s (1977) work offers Bentham’s (1791) Panopticon as illustration of the operation
of disciplinary power, with power understood as “the operation of the political technologies
throughout the social body” (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982, p185). Bentham's large prison
courtyard with its central tower allowing surveillance of all prison cells maximises efficient
organisation. The prison inmate is permanently visible to the tower guards whether the
tower is occupied or not, and consequently must behave as if surveillance is constant;
public scrutiny can occur at any time. Bentham's Panopticon acts as metaphor for the
internalising of disciplinary power and serves to site political technologies within and on
the body. Regulation by others becomes unnecessary because self-regulation becomes
the norm (Cushman, 1992; Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982; Parker et al, 1995).

Under self-regulation ‘governance of the individual' is complete. The subject of
governance is self-conscious; power is exercised through self-surveillance. The subject
self-monitors in comparison to institutional norms. For example, constructions,
discourses, of femininity, masculinity, youth, middle-age, serve as standards through
which the subject’s behaviours, desires, and constitution can be regulated, by the subject.
Technologies of power are positioned to guide and administer transformation and
reformation. Disciplinary effects are twofold as both normalising and marginalising occur.
Through the creation of abnormality, normalisation spreads, as anomalies must be
identified, treated and reformed.
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The structures of normalising technologies are almost identical. Through common
definitions of goals and procedures the organisation of orderly domains of human activity
are established. Exemplars such as the Panopticon define normality at the same time as
defining deviance, that is practices falling outside the system, and consequently, in need
of normalisation.

Thus, although neither the scientific nor the social paradigm has any intrinsic
validity, by determining what counts as a problem to be solved and what counts
as a solution, they set up normal science and normal society as totalising fields

of activity which continually extend their range of prediction and control.

. Whereas normal science has turned out to be an effective means of
accumulating knowledge about the natural world (where knowledge means
accuracy of prediction, number of different problems solved, and so on, not
truths about how things are in themselves), normalising society has turned out
to be a powerful and insidious form of domination

(Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982, p198)

This Foucauldian contextualisation produces our discursive practices as an historical
articulation of the prevailing normalising paradigm. Our practices of power are not
necessarily experienced as repressive or negative forces regulating our daily lives. They
are accepted because they are productive, they produce things, forms of knowledge,
discourse, us. Their power becomes submerged in the forgetfulness of time, and the
disregard of technologies as part of regimes. Whether we forget, or disregard, power is
still privileged and as a productive network it runs through the whole social body (Foucault,
1982).

Power designates relationships; technology to technology, subject to subject, technology
to subject, and vice versa. Practices produce opportunities, options and choices, guiding
conduct and offering outcomes. Selfs apparent freedom of movement entices
acquiescence. Psychotherapeutic discourse conjures images of change and liberation
offering in its various forms, freedom from the constraints of, unweliness, issues, or
problems - freedom from unhappiness - freedom to be yourself - freedom to explore your
individuality - freedom to grow - and so on, and so on. But, the offering is illusory, for
without knowledge of power relations, the subject is still entangled in a discursive field
dominated by an invisible tower. Such liberating concepts require constant self-
surveillance, observing and comparing of our selves, speculating about our ‘true’ natures
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and our identity (Sass, 1987; Taylor, 1989). Such self surveillance is not bound to the
consulting room, during therapy with our therapist. It becomes a life-style, a way of
talking, a way of thinking, a way of interacting, a way of being in the world. We regulate
our selves even more stringently than the Panopticon would suggest, because we do it

under the guise that we are moving toward freedom.

Unknowing we are enmeshed within ‘an expertise of subjectivity’. Professional groups
(such as psychologists, clinical, occupational, educational; social workers; personnel
managers; probation officers; counsellors; therapists) are each asserting their special
knowledge in respect of self. Their claims to social authority are based “upon their
capacity to understand the psychological aspects of the person and to act upon them”
(Rose, 1990, p2). Their claims are not secured within a realm of the adept.

These new ways of thinking and acting affect each of us, our
personal beliefs, wishes and aspirations, in other words our ethics.
The new languages for construing, understanding and evaluating
ourselves and others have transformed the ways in which we
interact with our bosses, employees, workmates, husbands, wives,
lovers, mothers, fathers, children and friends. Our thought worlds
have been reconstructed, our ways of thinking about and talking
about our personal feelings, our secret hopes, our ambitions and
disappointments. Our techniques for managing our emotions have
been reshaped. Our very sense of ourselves has been revolutionised.
We have become intensely subjective beings.

(Rose, 1990, p3).

The notion of private self is apparenty, a myth. Within this treatise our private selves are
objects of power. In relation to images of satisfaction and through constant evaluation of
our experiences, our feelings, and our emotions, we regulate, style and shape our
existence, in terms of a regime of autonomy and liberation. The emancipated self lives a
life bound to the project of its own identity. Through a rationale of choice we are beguiled
into ‘voluntary’ confession of our flaws and dissatisfactions, as the ‘modern knowledge and
expertise’ of psychotherapy stimulates subjectivity, promotes self-inspection and self-
consciousness, and shapes desires. Our salvation is coerced through our own anxieties,

as well as through our peers, our families, and our communities (Rose, 1990).

Psychotherapy invades all spheres. Far from being a simple tool of the helping profession,
it carries within its technologies language and modalities that shape our selves even
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without our knowledge, certainly without our explicit permission. Even those who ask for
submersion do so from enculturised expressions of inadequacy, believing that their ‘failure
to measure up’ is a personal individual fault, needing improvement, or ‘fixing' by an
‘expert’ in the profession. Through understanding the degree to which we are externally
determined notions of ‘voluntary treatment’ can be assigned to the mythological
assemblage of private self (Bakhtin, 1986; Szasz, 1979).

As novel techniques are produced for structuring our realities we are coaxed into new
ways of thinking about our lives, and into new ways of acting. Through psychological
knowledge claims new effects are produced, new relationships and connections are
forged “between the aspirations of authorities and the projects of individuals lives” (Rose,
1990, p4). In association with the state the subject is active, relating to others in terms of
psychological forces which affect all subjects, and all relationships. In terms of social
order, efficiency, profitability and consumption, the political aspirations and values of
government are symbiosed through the attempts of individuals to make worthwhile lives
for themselves (see Rose 1990; Tuffin, Morgan, Frewin, Jardine, 2000).

Such a citizen subject is not to be dominated in the interests of
power, but to be educated and solicited into a kind of alliance
between personal objectives and ambitions and institutionally
or socially prized goals or activities.

(Rose, 1990, p10)

Through attempts to control the population psychology and psychotherapy have been
provided with a rationale for existence. As legitimate disciplines they are charged with
protection of ‘the private interior’. In turn, they produce techniques of access, and
concurrently influence and form the subject. Through the therapeutic code of conduct
psychological theories of the self have been created, adapted, and accommodated “in
order to construct and refine the concept of the interior and develop the means by which
to enter it" (Cushman, 1992, pp57-58). In collusion with capitalism, psychological
practices achieve strategic ends by utilising the self's’ relation to itself (Hodges, 1995).

Within this post-structuralist framework, therapeutic process can be conceived as the
situated product of temporal discursive constructions of technology and power.

Therapeutic process can be re-conceptualised as constituted through political discourse
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both in relation to the techniques of the therapeutic encounter, and through its wider
efficacy in terms of self, knowledge, truth and power. Through such constitution attention
is drawn to the way self regulates self, the therapeutic subject, and the subject of therapy
(Hodges, 1995).

Understanding therapeutic practice as a situated product, contextualised and historicised,
not only locates psychotherapy as a form of social control, but also enhances cultural
critique. Different understandings allow new possibilities, such as new practices which
can describe and reproduce different configurations of self, possibly configurations which
disengage change from control (Cushman, 1992). Perhaps one of the most exciting
aspects of different new understandings, is the consideration that can be afforded to how

we are in the world, how we are permitted to be in the world, and how we want to be.
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CHAPTER FOUR
PSYCHOTHERAPY AND SELF

In this study the application of post-structural interpretation to ‘customary’ practice acts as
a theoretical device. Application produces conditions of possibility through which differing
versions and meanings can be considered. Sometimes this process of explicating and
deconstructing power relations seems to suggest a human history constituted through
despicable themes designed to harness human populations as slaves to their own desires.
At times discussing lives as produced through textual interchange does inveigle such
considerations. However, rather than a simplistic view of desires reduced to a moralism of
individual satisfactions, the arrangements through which assemblages of power are
produced are complex. There are no Machiavellian monsters pulling the strings of
governance. Psychotherapy need not be understood as some kind of mind control device.
Assemblages of power are not morbid machinations, but are meaningful systems that can
be acknowledged as both enabling and constraining.

Exposure to psychotherapeutics has many benefits and it is not the purpose of this work
to depreciate practices. Technologies of psychotherapy can enable not only symptom
abatement but also personal power. For example, as psychotherapeutic participants we
can discursively and creatively produce our selves through a range of choices not
necessarily available to those who don’t partake. We can adopt tactics for challenging
undesirable behaviours which may be health damaging, such as cigarette smoking,
excessive alcohol and/or drug use. If we have certain goals or desires we can be assisted
to change our thinking in terms of motivation, assertion, or determination. We can learn
about human behaviour and consequently develop more understanding about our selves,
and toward those with whom we are in relationship. When we learn about how we are in
the world, albeit framed through a particular psychotherapeutic lens, we often become
more aware and consequently gain more ‘personal control’ over the production of our own
realities. Within our Western orientated environment such skills are enabling, they allow,
and help, us to function successfully in our cultural system. But, as they enable they also
constrain.

What this study proposes is a way of accessing the arrangements through which our lives

are proscribed. Psychotherapy, when identified as a technological apparatus of power and
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subjectification, alarmingly, produces subjects of technology of whom we know very little.
As a theoretical device applied to psychotherapeutics, and self, a post-structuralist
perspective enables the asking and answering of such questions as: if we are doing self-
awareness, what sort of self might we be producing, and, if we aren't doing self-
awareness, what sort of self is being produced? Do we want the kinds of lives proscribed
for us? Can we manage our selves differently? Are there spaces for productions of
difference? Can we celebrate difference instead of tolerating or marginalising it?

This study suggests that to know more about the effects produced through psychotherapy
will enable, not only academics, but practitioners and laypersons as well. Simultaneously,
this study probes the production of self suggesting its constitution as discursively and
historico-contextually embodied. Psychotherapeutics becomes the territory through which
the production of self can be explored. Discussion in the previous chapters has produced
self as ‘'embodied assemblage’, and psychotherapy as ‘self constructing apparatus’. It is
the reciprocal relationship between the production of self, as the domain through which
our bodies, customs, comforts and inclinations are to be understood, and the elaboration
of psychotherapeutics, as a regime of knowledge and practice, which is now at stake
(Rose, 1990).

The previous two chapters have discussed both the constitution of self and
psychotherapeutics as historico-contextual situated products. As situated product
psychotherapeutics impinge upon persons in numerous spheres and in a number of ways.
As self constructing apparatus psychotherapeutics are not confined to the consulting room
as simple skill or helping techniques. As embodied assemblage self is constituted through
technologies which act as agents of change upon the domain through which we construct
meaning. In other words our meaning making is impinged through the intertextual
exchange between psychotherapeutics and persons. The remainder of this chapter
elaborates and illuminates this relationship.

Psychotherapeutic systems each have their own peculiarities, yet are united in their focus
upon individual change, that is, in bringing “the subject from one way of acting and being
to another” (Rose, 1990, p246). Self-regulatory techniques of practice urge ethical and
moral codes through which participants can manifest subjectification by supervising,
assessing and improving selves.
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Rendered visible through the languages and procedures of practice, moralities and
ethicalities map out the territory of ‘change’. For example, personal attributes, assessed
and evaluated, are packaged through contextual scenarios of relationship with self - in the
consulting room, in the home, the workplace, the community, in the solitary moments of
self alone. Transit to goals and detouring of pitfalls rely upon relationship with self, upon
self-processing through models of self-reflection, self-knowledge, self-examination. In the
quest to accomplish self-conversion from one way of being to other, “techniques of self’
(Rose, 1990, p241) engage self against self, as self is deciphered, by oneself, as object,
and site, of reconstruction (Rose, 1990).

Though the moral codes of psychotherapeutics might be far from prescriptive, the
psychotherapeutic terrain is described through a moral regime of limited dialect. Morality
is embraced through tropes of: working to improve quality of life, achieving autonomy,
releasing potentiality, or transforming dependency to liberated freedom (Rose, 1990).
lllustrated examples articulate inscriptions of hard work and accomplishment fostered
through expert guidance.

The Auckland Family Counselling and Psychotherapy Centre points out that
psychotherapy can be ‘difficult, painful’, and even ‘fearful’ for ‘clients’. Yet the possibility
of great rewards are offered: ‘new ways of being in relationship, joys and triumphs, and
deeper understanding’ (Sidelines, 2000).

The aim of the New Zealand Association of Psychotherapists, which offers ‘skilled
understanding and treatment of significant psychological disturbance’, is to promote
‘improved communication patterns’, ‘enhanced relationships’, and ‘the discovery of

meaning and purpose in life’ (Choosing a Psychotherapist, n.d.).

Empirically based treatments and models, for example, cognitive-behavioural therapies,
are not exempt from moral coding. ‘Symptoms’ of clients are understood as determined
by ‘environmental, situational, and social factors’ affecting both behaviours and thinking.
With a focus on social competence cognitive-behavioural psychotherapy promises to
‘remove, change, or modify evidence’ of ‘problematic behaviour’. Although unpretentious
claims, the cognitive-behaviourists general diversity of ‘symptom management’, which
includes issues ranging from, clinically diagnosed mental disturbance, to family and

marital therapy, sexual orientation, addiction, and, the removal of unwanted thoughts,
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rather diminishes such modesty. ‘Improvement’ is facilitated through the application of
techniques, for example, goal setting and skill teaching, which will produce successful
outcomes such as, increased positive and pleasing relationship interactions, altered
environmental conditions, and, training which will maintain new changes (Ford and Urban,
1998; Goldenberg and Goldenberg, 1991; Rose, 1996).

The moral codes of practices under specific surveillance in this study are equally explicit.

The Gestalt Institute of New Zealand promotes ‘living as an art’ requiring successful
management focusing upon ‘resolution of cultural conflicts which clash with individual
needs’. Resolution promises ‘nourishment’ of ‘our free-flowing natural liveliness’ through
‘dissolution of blocks’, resulting in ‘the integration of life experiences into an authentic self
(Gestalt Institute of New Zealand, 2000).

The Australian and New Zealand Psychodrama Association present workshops which
seek ‘doorways to our creativity, spontaneity and our unconscious life’, thus ‘bringing the
‘invisible’ to life’ (Australian & New Zealand Psychodrama Association, n.d.). Partakers
are warned that the process is ‘not easy’, but rewards of: ‘awakened abilities and
energies’, and ‘making a working whole out of the isolated and fragmented aspects of
ourselves’, so that we can ‘feel part of the universe again’ (Australian & New Zealand
Psychodrama Association Inc., 1993), as well as, perhaps, being a little frightening, are
alluring.

Bioenergetic principles, while having more of an emphasis on the body than some other
therapeutic practices offer similar hopes such as, ‘realising more potential for pleasure’
(New Zealand Society of Bioenergetic Analysis Inc., n.d.) and ‘increasing ability to
experience joy’. Experiencing the ‘life’ of the body is presented as a healthy alternative to
muscular tensions and contractions which inhibit ‘energy, spontaneity and creativity'.
Bioenergetics has no less a goal than to ‘restore grace, flexibility, full aliveness, and
reconnection with our souls’ (New Zealand Society of Bioenergetic Analysis Inc., 1997).

Even narrative therapists, claimants of constructionist positions, talk of ‘liberation from the
entrapping nature of problems’, ‘strategies and ideas for change’ (Family Therapy Centre,
2000); of ‘'shaping lives and uncovering structures’ (Family Therapy Centre, 1999) of the
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‘growth and development’ of “preferred selves” (Freedman & Coombs, 1996, p35); and the
transformation of identities from ‘flawed to heroic’ (Nichols & Schwartz, 1998).

These offers of hope and transformation, of release from the burdens, trappings and
chains of tainted personhood, promise transport to autonomy, to single sovereignties and
health and happiness. Psychotherapeutics are not confined within the consulting room.
They invade and are invited into all spheres. Strategically positioned they manage the
ethicalities of our lives, in the workplace, in relationship, in the mundane and in the
ordinary (Rose, 1990).

In the organisation of work: crises of identity; success or failure; personal fulfilment; the
costs, benefits, choice of career path; are conducted through subjectification of self to the
therapeutic. It is a mistake to think of the economist as directing the “working body”
(Rose, 1990, p244). It is not the economist, but the therapist, that saturates the “working
body” with desires which transform the workplace into a psychotherapeutic playground,
where converts are prepared, enhanced, and maintained through the expertise of human

resourcers.

In ‘relationship’, with kinfolk, sweethearts, friends, and colleagues, we discover and
conceptualise our selves through “a neuroticization of social intercourse” (Rose, 1990,
p245). Our personal satisfactions, our searching for happiness, our social lives, are
constituted through vernaculars of successful marriages and warm-hearted families, well-
adjusted children, healthy bodies, and minds, plus, flourishing careers. All types of
problems, ranging from ill health to dysfunctional offspring, to frustrations at home and in
the workplace, come to be understood as personal incompetencies in our ‘relationships’
with others. Thought of as remediable, our incompetence is delivered to the therapist who
takes charge of these disturbances of the interpersonal, moulding them into repetitions of
familial patterns, diagnosing, and prescribing ways to fulfilment and happiness through
virtuous and correct conduct, which is the only prescriptor of functional, healthy lives. It is
through the language of relationship that we are re-defined; through the encounter with
therapeutic law we are prescribed the tools to re-assess, to re-conceive, to correct and
discipline our selves to a virtuosity of conduct which will lead to fulfiiment, health and
happiness.
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The ordinary is transposed to the abnormal, the prosaic to occasion, as daily affairs are
elevated to “life events” (Rose, 1990, p244). For example, information directories cite
therapeutic intervention for ‘grief, decision making, stress, depression, anger, trauma,
gambling, fear, loss, awareness, spirituality, life’ (Telecom New Zealand Yellow Pages,
2000). Therapeutics engage with all spheres, with ‘consulting and training’; with
‘individuals and groups’; with ‘adults, youth and children’; with ‘life skills coaching and
sexuality’; with ‘male concerns and female concerns’; with ‘education and mentoring’
(Telecom New Zealand Yellow Pages, 2000). The events of the mundane are translated
as pathological sites of intervention through which our selves are subjected to
assessment, to education, to normalising, to introspection, and subsequently delivered
into a Panopticonic responsibility for our own well-being. In a taken-for-granted world we
willingly pass our exigencies through the psychotherapeutic confessional, constituting our
very selves as we proscribingly speak of our inner realities, our failings, our successes,
our lives (Rose, 1990).

Subjectified self is the terrain through which we understand our relationships, our bodies,
our customs, comforts and inclinations, and psychotherapeutics are the technologies for
understanding (Rose, 1990). Transformed, we live attached to versions of identity that we
are led to produce; identifying our selves through our speech and conduct. We take
responsibility for the selves we talk about under the assumption that we know who we are.

Through techniques of the self our saturated and constituted lives are steered upon a path
of personal fulfiment and autonomous liberation. Shaped in the guise of freedom the
language of expertise channels our ethics and moralities into ‘the liberated self’, but, it is
a self which is regulated through “the project of its own identity” (Rose, 1990, p254). The
norm of autonomy, and the illusion of freedom, leave us as self-scrutinising beings,

constantly, and minutely, evaluating our experiences in relation to a regime of modern
governance.

Psychotherapeutics have come under scrutiny before, but the questions of programme
evaluators, of empirical validation, of which practice works, and which doesn’t, are not the
concern of this study. In this moment of history the relationship between constructed self
and psychotherapeutics as self constructing apparatus is under interrogation. Practices,
and their performance upon persons, are about to be made visible. Accordingly the
apparatus of self-surveillance is applied in a way not previously discussed by Bentham as
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the purpose of this study is misaligned with that of the state. Surveillance is directed
toward techniques of relationship, toward disenfranchising government of our souls and
enabling access to powers of our own choosing.

To this end the next chapter invites consideration of narrative and ethnomethodology as
devices of access and inquiry. | invite you to join an articulation of narrative as sense
making strategy, of contextual time as a feature of daily living, of ethnographic
enmeshment, and autobiographical conundrum. The work continues engagement with
apparatus of power and domination, and relationships of constituted self, adding some

features which contribute to ‘stage setting’ for the performances of exposure soon to be
presented.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONVERGING WITH NARRATIVE: AN ORGANISING STRATEGY

The theoretical perspectives represented in the previous chapters support and endorse
not only the discussion of psychotherapeutics as a self-producing regime, but also enable
conditions of possibility through which the effects of particular practices might be
considered. Promises of visibility may seem bold, and even incongruous within a study
that suggests productions are an effect of performance (it is in and through relationship
that self, or any other phenomena are produced). Visibility is not offered as metaphor of
disclosure, through which hidden and subversive structures will be revealed, but as
metaphor of perception, as movement toward articulation of the unspoken, as generator

for understanding the assemblage of our selves through psychological intervention
technolgies.

To recap, the study, so far, articulates intersubjective self produced through the operation
of practices that subjugate; through historico/contextual/embodied apparatus of power and
domination that act upon persons. Psychotherapeutics are identified as technologies of
dominion, as technologies of selfhood, and, as object and device of this particular study.
Theoretical post-structuralist accounts and positions presented through the previous
chapters have disabled the deployment of technologies as discrete and independent.
Furthermore, they have legitimised access to a type of rewriting process, through which
psychotherapeutics, self, and the relationship between the two, can be acknowledged as
constituted through discursive practice, and can, correspondingly, be similarly
deconstructed. Positivist notions of stability are abandoned. Self is not discrete, neither
are psychotherapeutics. They are intertwined, entwined, mutually producers and
produced. Alternative knowledges are promoted as this study acts to contest, to unravel,
to articulate, invite, and enable, different strategies for meaning making and for
understanding subjectification to apparatus of power.

Within this context conditions of possibility are not unlimited, and neither is meaning
making strategy. This study takes discursive form, as do the practices it re-presents.
Accordingly, the process of making visible draws upon post-structuralist standpoints and
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introduces the narrative metaphor as a discursive strategy for making sense of the impact
of psychotherapeutics upon self.

Previously, narrative was introduced within the context of ontological debate during
Chapter Two. The zone of the discursive event was discussed as a medium through
which the discovery of self takes place. This does not refer to some kind of stable unitary
self, but to a self emergent through a form of discursive context; a ‘space’ of exchange
and intention through which communication about something to someone is produced. It
is within this space, this context, this zone of meaning-making, that discourse is shaped,
arranged, and organised, into communicable structures, that is, narratives (Sarbin, 1986).
Through narrative, discourse as distribution and exchange is imbued with possible
meanings. In other words, discourse when decontextualised is reduced to its lexical
elements until the performance, the accomplishment, the social achievement of social
interchange known as narrative. Within this context narrative can be understood as
meaning-making strategy; as a way of organising discourse. It can be used to bring a
sense of order and meaning to events and actions (Riessman, 1993). Coherence and
plausability can be gauged through its ability to “make sense of available information”
(Freeman, 1993, p163) and according to Ricoeur (1981) to its fit. Neither sense making,
nor fit, refer to tried and true, and probably familiar old plots, nor to single interpretations
as appropriate and proper. Coherence and plausibility ask us to consider the text as
limited to a field of possible constructions, yet fit asks for minds to sometimes stretch
“beyond the reach of the obvious”, to be open and receptive to new forms of interpretation
(Freeman, 1993, p165). In other words the boundaries of plausability are elastic.

Because | want to actively produce some sort of sense-making of exposure to particular
psychotherapeutic apparatus upon persons, | introduce narrative as a strategy through
which | may be able to make known any ‘effects’. My interest is not in trying to locate ‘the
self’, but in making the subject-in-process visible. Hence, | propose ‘using’ narrative as an
organising strategy through which | can articulate a process of subjectification. My

intention is to produce ‘stories’ of my own exposure to psychotherapeutic technologies.

Up to this point | have largely articulated post-structuralist accounts with barely a hint of
narrative as either a sense making, or any other kind of strategy. | suggest now that not
only will narrative act as a useful tool within this study, but that this is also the place to
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make explicit the notion that this thesis is in itself a narrative. This study should not be
upheld as a simple post-structuralist elucidation of relationships amongst
psychotherapeutics and self. It has its own heterogeneity, and within its complexity,
alongside its post-structuralist standpoint, this study has shape, structure and form. It is
narrative.

Despite the suggestion of form the contextual siting of this work obviates accusations of
object status. Notwithstanding articulation as discursively categorised phenomena (Parker,
1990a), post-structuralist accounts are understood here as ‘moments in time’, supported
through past, present, and future, and held in place through language and power. Indeed,
the constitution of post-structuralist and narrative accounts are related through these very
characteristics. Introducing the notion of narrative form might arouse concern revolving
around the unification of post-structuralism and narrative. This warrants some discussion
before narrative as strategy is articulated as a visibility device.

So, why propose the idea of narrative metaphor, what are the implications, what do | really
mean by sense making strategy, and why do | suggest that this entire study is narrative?
To explore these questions and to expand and clarify concepts the following few pages
discuss the notion of narrative, its relationship with post-structuralism, plus my purpose in
strategising metaphor in relation to this work.

Relationships between narrative and psychology are not new. Narrative psychology and
narrative research have contributed to other than positivist ways of understanding human
thinking, motivations and behaviours (Greenberg, 1995; Parry, 1991; Sarbin, 1994;
Schnitzer, 1996; Stroebe et al, 1992). The ‘narratory principle’ proposed by Sarbin (1986,
1994) is a familiar one. Sarbin’s suggestion that life is storied through a narratory principle
guiding the performance of human actions and the interpretation of human events has
been processed through many standpoints including social constructionism, feminism, and
post-structuralism (Crossley, 2000; Gergen & Gergen 1993; Henwood et al, 1998).
Indeed post-structuralism has more in common with the principle than often
acknowledged.

As discussed in Chapter Two, our constructions, our discourses, are metaphorically
induced, and just as Western forms of subjectivity are no exception to metaphorical status
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neither is ‘narrative’ (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Lovlie, 1992; Parker et al, 1995; Pepper
1942; Sarbin, 1994). As metaphor ‘narrative’ is conceived through the world view of
contextualism, for which the root metaphor is the historical event, or act (Pepper 1942;
Sarbin, 1994). Correspondingly, ‘narrative’ is aligned with post-structuralist thought and
writings which are also articulated through a contextualised standpoint. Both narrative and
post-structuralism emerge through a standpoint usually considered the antithesis of the
dominant psychological worldview of mechanism (Pepper, 1942; Sarbin, 1994).
Mechanism emphasises order, predictability, and traditions of causality, whereas
contextualism is concerned with the multiple texture of events, of changes in structure and
positioning, of flux and novelty (Sarbin, 1977, 1994). To those more accustomed to the
traditions of mechanistic science initial introductions to the notion of contextualism can
seem confusing and chaotic.

As root metaphor the historical event can be beguiling. The usual way of understanding
history is as an account or study of a past event or events. From a contextual standpoint
the more traditional forms of history are indeed understood as attempts to re-present or
re-juvenate such events (Pepper, 1942). Confusion around contextualisim sometimes
arises when it is assumed that the conjoined ‘historical’, ‘history’, ‘events’ and ‘acts’,
similarly refer to events in the past. This is where understandings diverge. When
accounting, or even thinking, through the world view of contextualism, ‘the event’, whether
in the past or not, is considered as in the present and very alive in the current moment.

From this standpoint similarities between narrative and post-structuralism begin to
emerge. For example, consider the ways through which a post-structuralist theme has
endured throughout this work with emphasis upon historico/contextual/embodied artefacts.
Without the past context we could not understand the present context, and both the past
and the present have been produced not only with the future in mind, but also with the
future leading the way. The ‘original’ purpose of this study does not lie buried in a four
year old research proposal, or remain entwined within the introduction. It continues as
flagship. Although we usually construe human action as occurring within time (Freeman,
1993), the perspective presented here asks for the suspension of commonly understood
temporal linearity, that is, past, present, future as a developmental sequence. It invites
review of our conceptions of temporal order. For example, the concept of human

development, generally considered a process moving forward, can also be understood as
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a retrospective practice ordered through processing narratives of past behaviours. That
is, despite theorised milestones we have little knowledge of our development until we have
lived it (Freeman, 1993). Considering temporality through a contextualised worldview
offers different ways of understanding many traditional concepts, including relationships

between post-structuralism, narrative, and self.

Reconsidering temporal linearity resonates with Schrag’'s (1997) ‘temporalised socially
achieved self discussed in Chapter Two. Schrag’'s notion of self performance is
constituted through temporalised discursive and narrative relationship. His meaning-
making is neither static nor linear; temporality is understood as contributing to constituted
self, at the same time as constituting ‘the narrative’'.

In the same Chapter O'Connor and Hallam (2000) stress metaphorical reflecting pro-jects
as themes through which the illusion of self can be determined, and through which we can
‘experience what we know'. In other words, through our present reflections of past we
produce our selves and make sense of events. O'Connor and Hallam’'s projects, and
subsequent ‘knowings’, are linked through Heidegger's interpretation of futures past and
present, that is, “it is the future which decides the historical properties we wish to attach to
objects to make them present in reality now” (O’Connor & Hallam, 2000, pp253-254). Our
desires, our wantings, our questions, the actions we look forward to, produce our present
as we draw upon the past in order to constitute some meaning which will inform our pro-
ject. Theirs is not a direct discussion of narrative and post-structuralism, however they
offer a similar vision of temporality as that deliberated by Pepper (1942) and Schrag
(1997), and consequently contribute to the notion of narrative and post-structuralist
thought as constituted through a metaphor of motion. Present, past and future are so
entwined, and so fleetingly glimpsed, if at all, that we can never be entirely certain of
where we stand, other than in a transient moment.

Investigating the relationship between narrative and post-structuralism produces imagery
evoked through the historical event metaphor which is remarkably post-structurally
flavoured,

... an ongoing texture of multiply elaborated events, each leading to
others, each being influenced by collateral episodes, and by the efforts
of multiple agents who engage in actions to satisfy their needs and meet
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their obligations. Contained in the metaphor is the idea of constant change
in the structure of situations and in the positions occupied by actors. The
texture of events does not require linearity.

(Sarbin, 1986, p6)

From a post-structuralist, narrative, contextualised perspective, attempts to understand
human behaviour mean reviewing the historical, cultural, and hence contextual spaces in
which and through which action is produced. Sarbin (1994) joins the temporal debate
arguing that “both the historical act and the narrative are dependent upon time
constructions: past, present, future; beginning, middles, and endings” (p 33). He goes so
far as to present ‘narrative’ as an identical construct to that of the historical act supporting
his argument through the practice of accounting. An historical account requires an
historian, that is, a narrator. The historical account or product is a narrative account of
what happened, produced through the imaginative skills of the historian/narrator. Sarbin’s
analysis produces ‘narrative’ as an alternative descriptor for contextualism. Accordingly,
when Sarbin proposes the ‘narratory principle’ he is proposing a replacement metaphor for
that of contextualism. He is suggesting, that, certainly in terms of human action, narrative
is all there is, and everything is narrative. For example, psychology, an undergraduate
course, the DSM IV-R, a doctoral thesis, and in other realms, feminism, nutrition, physics,
philosophy, parenting, are all constituted through narrative. From this perspective, even
processes, such as that of accounting, or phenomenon, such as the medical model, can
be described as narratives in much the same way that some people describe them as
discourse. This is because Sarbin, amongst others (Gergen & Gergen, 1986; Riessman,
1993; Robinson & Hawpe, 1986), is suggesting that we live in a storied world, and, as
discussed above, using narrative is the way that we make sense of the world around us.

When Gergen and Gergen (1986;1993) talk of storied selves (see Chapter Two) they
invoke ‘the narratory principle’ with all its associated imagery of beginnings and endings,
before and after, multifaceted related events, time continuum, goals and purpose,
arrangements and structures, causal connections. They don't stray from their social
constructionist orientation. Narratives are considered social constructions, “linguistic
implements”, “symbolic systems” (Gergen & Gergen, 1993, pp203-204) through which
people appear coherent, organised and sensible (Gergen & Gergen, 1986). Narratives are
discursive structures, even discursive objects. They are discursive objects in narrative

form. They take the shape of a story. They are called narratives rather than discourses,
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because of the way the discourse is organised through narrative, because of the way it is
communicated, because of ‘the shape’, the ‘storied form'.

Correspondingly, | position this study, this thesis, as narrative; as psychological narrative.
It is an historical and contextual account, drawing upon the past and even as it functions in
the present ‘now’ moment it is speeding toward the future; becoming the future, even as it
remains in the present falling into the past. Poised in a particular metaphorical space; as
theoretical tome, an account and description, a narration, it carries its own ancestry with
distant origins conceived and bound through a pragmatic orientation, but with a goal as
focus. So far, | have talked theoretically about productions and constructions, political
regimes, apparatus and technologies, power and domination, language, embodiment,
relationship, self and subjugation; all interconnected and related and progressing toward
an end point. But, this work began before introductions and chapters, before propositions
and arguments, before post-structuralist standpoints and positions, and it will continue
after the closing chapter, the last sentence, the final full stop.

Similarly, post-structuralist articulations in this study suggest that none of the regimes
under discussion are simple collections of theoretical techniques and practice. Each has
its own contextual history. Each is constituted through discursive relationship, and even
as they are constituted they constitute. In relationship they recite their stories. This is not
to suggest that narratives are something separate to discourse. The world is still
understood as produced through embodied discourse, but we organise and create and
produce our meanings through narrative, through a structure which acts not only as an
organising strategy, but in this study as a technique of visibility.

But, when | offer visibility through this contextualised apparatus | cannot assume that | am
undertaking some kind of discursive analysis of texts through which | can disclaim my
authorship as a reflexive artefact. My investment is more than part of the study, more
than analyst positioned simply as influential researcher. When Sarbin (1994) suggests
reviewing the contextual spaces through which human behaviour is constituted he
includes, in that review, in those spaces, the historian, the narrator, through which
accounts are produced. He argues that if we wish to understand human experience and
behaviour then we must review the historical and cultural context within which the

behaviour occurs. Moreover, if we wish to understand the writings of a contextualist then
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we must review the content of that person. This argues for the inclusion of narrator within
the work. Similarly, Gergen and Gergen (1994) marshall an active investigator whose job
is to make intelligible forms of accounting and means of relating, and as such cannot help
but be a part of the process. The active investigator is positioned as meaning-maker.
Similarly the post-structuralist orientation of this thesis/narration articulates meaning as
context dependent, and meaning does not just refer to the theoretical tracts which produce
the work as a psychological account (Hare-Mustin, 1994b). If this work is making meaning
there must be reference to the meaning-maker, to the autobiographical™ content of the
work.

Not only is this work a story, but it is of stories within stories. A story of
psychotherapeutics, within a thesis story, stories of reading Foucauldian historical
accounts, of psychotherapeutic domination, of reading Rose’s regimes and technologies,
stories of selves articulated, embodied, discursive; made meaningful through shaping,
forming, structuring; simultaneously revealing interweaving contextual historical artefacts
of both past and future tensely existing concurrently in the present; of the impossibilities of
focusing on one without considering the others (Lee, 1994); a story of me, through me; a
story of you. This is autobiography of our selves, of our lives, of our times. This work is
self-narrative, my self, your self, our selves, them, us. Self-narrative cannot be imagined
as solipsistic enterprise, because all narrative is of self (recall the zone of the discursive
event). Narrative is a socially interactive process; through social interaction both narrative
and self are produced simultaneously, one is not called into being without the other (Lee,
1994, Sarbin, 1994; Schrag, 1997). Remembering, of course, that | do not speak here of
self stable across time, | talk of self in this moment, socially constituted through the social
interaction engagement of the story.

In their duography Gergen and Gergen (1994) embody an ever shifting matrix through
which they acknowledge and reaffirm that ‘it’ is not my life, or your life, but our lives (Lee,

'® Freeman (1993) invites us to question the possibility of autobiography, suggesting that the
process of articulation is one of transformation. That is, we transform discourse into “something
different from anything before” (p21). Auto infers belonging to self, autobiography one's ‘own'’.
From a post-structuralist standpoint, if we are producing in each moment, and if, in order to produce
we draw upon available discursive resources, then we cannot claim autobiography in the sense that
it is ordinarily understood, as issuing from self, as ‘mine’. However within the context of this work |
shall use  ‘autobiographicall to  emphasise the interpretative apparatus  of
historian/narrator,investigator, as opposed to offering the work as an account of others written by an
authoritative researcher.
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1994). Through our narratives we relate, we connect, we belong, we understand, we
produce knowledge. This thesis is about lives, it is my life, but not mine alone; it teems
with authors, with readers, with interpretations. As | present the story, so | present myself
as subject, as subjectified subject, exposed not only to this literature, to this writing
process, to this examination, but also to the practices | talk about. In each moment | am
re-constituted as | interact and react with what is produced. The work of others is
introduced, re-introduced, re-moulded, sometimes left somewhat intact”, contributing not
only to my subjectification, but influencing direction, adding to, changing the story.
Readers: friends, supervisors, examiners, library users, connect with the story, relate,
understand, produce interpretations, transform; knowledges entwine and the shape of the
story shifts to interact again, incessantly in relationship.

So, not only are we constituted through the operation of practices that subjugate; through
historico/contextual/embodied apparatus of power and domination acting upon persons,
but we are continually re-constituted even as we attempt to make sense of the process of
constitution. In the chapters to come | articulate a process of subjectification to
therapeutic apparatus through the process of narrative because narrative is a way of
organising and making some meaning of the subjectified process. Because narrative is
an organising strategy it is also a process of subjectification, which means that even as |
narrativise | am articulating a process as it happens. The motility of constituted self is
revealed through the ceaselessly recursive process of re-storying. Stable self is not

revealed, there is no stable self to capture. Instead, the ways through which | make sense
of my subjectification are articulated.

This is an attempt to inform rather than constrain, to make visible, rather than arrest. This
is a process of exposure to apparatus of dominion which politically constitute our social
selves. This is a process which will expose a process, that is, the relationship between the
assembling of selves and psychological intervention technologies designed to assist
assemblage. It is a process of empowerment, of understanding meaning making,
through which the subjectified can articulate bonds of dominion, distinguish the personal
and the political, and take possession of their own invention.

7 In the form of direct quoting, albeit out of context.
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The process of subjectification argued throughout this work not only raises issues of the
political and the personal, but ethical dilemmas as well. Accordingly, there are a number
of reasons why | present my person as subjectified subject in the chapters to follow, rather
than choosing to identify others.

This study is about the operation of practices that subjugate; technologies and practices
directed toward ‘the self’; that produce self. As an object of study | have focused upon
psychotherapeutic techniques articulated as technologies of selfhood. | have argued that
the personal and the political are entwined, that the personal is political, that exposure to
technological apparatus produces politicised selves with little means of redress or
disengagement. | have suggested that exposure to political psychotherapeutic technology
is influential and persuasive, that it produces forms of subjectivity, self standpoints, ways
of being in the world, and self-shaping positions which are not always easily contestable. |
have suggested that the body itself exposed to subjectification acts as selfing device.
Exposure and subsequent productions are processes which are personal in the sense that
they are processes which are ‘done’ to people; ‘done’ to people like me, and to people like
you, they are processes which are personally experienced. As a researcher | cannot
condemn others to such a process, either ethically, or morally. The process under
investigation is a political process of subjugation; it has effects. | cannot ask others to
undergo a process of possible transformation without some understanding of the
possibilities. Consequently, and in the traditional sense of identifying research subjects, |
choose myself as subject. Exposure to a personal political process of unknown outcomes

is one to which | give my consent. | ‘do it’ to my self, before | will ‘do it' to somebody else.

Furthermore, | have articulated a strategy to make sense of these subjugation practices,
to study the production of self, which simultaneously organises subjectivity in relation to
technology which subjugates. Self is constituted in the act of studying ‘its’ constitution.
Narrative, itself, can be understood as a technology of selfhood, as meaning-making
apparatus, as something that we do to produce our selves. Narrative is in relationship
with subjectified self. The process of organising subjugation, of positioning person to
produce selfhood, is as ethically fraught as exposure to apparatus of dominion. Even as |
am organised, somehow | must organise my self in order to articulate my organisation.
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Ethicalities and moralities stand alongside other reasons for positioning myself as re-
search subject. Taking the personal standpoint exposes my person to shifts in
subjectivity, to feelings, to bodily effects, to resistance, to inarticulations, to the ease and
the difficulties of positioning displacement, to the access and deployment of my discursive
strategies, to a mental buffeting that at times seems chaotic enough to induce insanity, to
fun and to excitement. | take the personal standpoint so that | can articulate the
complexities of the process as it happens, the process as it happens to a person. As a
political process of personalisation the knowledge is personal, the narrativising is
personal, | take the stand and represent ‘the personal’.

It might be suggested that | am doing an ethnographic study here, some type of
participant observation, and that | have failed to mention these theoretical approaches in
my explanation of this process. Certainly, when the study began | thought | was ‘doing’

some kind of ethnographic participant observation. Now, | have changed my mind.

There is no doubt that | have borrowed ethnographic techniques. | enter a cultural space
(five spaces to be precise). | am exposed to practices produced through that space, and
subsequently produce an understanding (in storied form) of my exposure. | am not a
passive subject allowing ‘the experience to wash over me’. | participate in the space
production. | engage in an active process. | participate then articulate ‘what happened’ so
as to produce an understanding of it. My stories are not meant to be representative of the
particular spaces | enter, they are not observational accounts. Freeman (1993) might
describe them as recollective textual interchange. As research strategy they produce
access to knowledge of subjugation. They inform of the process, simultaneously
producing knowledge about meaning-making, production of self, and of possibilities
through exposure to apparatus. There is the hope that through new knowledges and
meaning-making power relations are destabilised (Henwood et al, 1998). The research
strategy produces different perceptions, new visibility, probably new questions. But, the
subjugated knowledges are focused through ‘one subject’ only. That ‘subject’ is my
person. If | have observed anyone thing at all | have observed ‘my self, so in that sense |

have strategised participant observation alongside ethnographic techniques.

Ethnographic literature does not argue prescriptive or stylistic rules of interpretation
(Atkinson & Hammersley, 1994, 1998; Fetterman, 1989; Van Maanen, 1988), but this
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does not de-legitimise nor reduce its considerable effectiveness as a powerful research
methodology for the investigation of cultural space (Brannen, 1996). My borrowings are
informed through this theoretical standpoint and through an understanding of ethnography
as a ‘fieldwork’ technique which incorporates and acknowledges the presence of
researcher as narrator and actor, as producing participant, as sharing ‘a human
experience’ (Humphreys, 1999). Traditionally, alongside interpretation, ethnography, per
se, offers representation of an environment. Ethnographies are accessible for debate,
multiple interpretations, and controversy, however it is through representation which
furthers understanding that enthnography has its foundation (Van Maanen, 1988).
Foundational representations are not my focus which is why | emphasise ‘techniques on

loan’ as strategies of investigation, rather than presenting this study as ethnographic.

Some may say that the investigative strategy | apply can be understood through Brandes’
(1982) distinction of autoethnography as ‘anthropological autobiography’. That is, not only
am ‘I’ the subject of investigation, but | am investigated by my self through a social context
within which | am produced. Research amongst one’s ‘own’ culture, in this case as
Westerner within Western apparatus of dominion, certainly in ethnographic circles, seems
to have a distinct relationship with the ‘quality’ of ‘auto’. In other words, if the researcher is
an ‘insider’ of the investigated culture, then ‘auto’ is warranted and legitimate (Hayano,
1979; Reed-Danahay, 1997).

This can be understood in different ways, for example, as an investigator with inside
knowledge of cultural practice; alternatively, or simultaneoulsy, through the standpoint of
Western individualism under the assumption that |, my self, am ‘inside’ my person. That
is, ‘I', the self, comes from within. In previous discussion it has been established that the
majority of psychotherapeutic practices operate under this assumption. It is a dominant
Western value, has been a value of my lifetime, and is the way that | have been brought
up to understand myself. What | must acknowledge once more is that ‘my insider’, if |
have such a thing, cannot from the standpoint of this study be stable. ‘It' must be multiple,
shifting across time, able to be located only through artificial ‘moments’, such as the
historical articulation of accounts. In relation to the role of ‘insider of the investigated
culture, certainly | have ‘insider’ knowledge of my own social context, a context which |
bring to this study. That is, | have access to resources, | know the practices. For example,

I am an insider of psychological research, of psychotherapeutic practice, of post-
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structuralist theories, of Western values and of Western social customs. In terms of
autobiographical legitimacy | qualify.

From another perspective and putting the notion of auto aside for one moment, even if the
long-standing traditions of ethnography are concerned with the study of ‘others’, and other
cultures, rather than with the study of one’s own culture through one’s self (Reed-
Danahay, 1997), there can be little doubt, at least from the post-structuralist standpoint of
this work, that ‘the subjugated self’ eXposed to technology, the narrator of self-exposure,
and the storied subjugation process, must number amongst ‘others’ not necessarily
present in this moment. In other words despite an apparent focus upon one person’s
exposure to various technologies, the muitiple and shifting constitution of self, the various
positions and locations taken up within multiple and shifting relationships, argue for the
presence of a multiplicity of ‘others’ moving through the time scape of both exposure and
articulation.

My use of ‘personal’ storying as communication of research findings is little different to re-
storying interview material presented through participant interviews (Riessman, 1993), or
the reconstituting of field notes into an organised structure (Humphreys, 1999). They
have the same kind of status. The narratives of exposure presented in this study are
written for research purposes in the same way that, for the purposes of research, | might
talk to someone else about their experience and construct a narrative representation of
their experience. The context of the narratives is a research event. | am a researcher. |
was researching when | entered the research site and when | constituted narratives of
exposure as research material.

We must talk of these strategies in order to contextualise my approach and provide some
frameworks of reference, but it is useful to bear in mind that ‘I’ am not, in fact, the subject
of the investigation. | use my person to investigate the subject, which is, the relationship
between the constitution of self and psychotherapeutic technologies of domination. The
stories and within them the various locations through which | may negotiate my way serve
as reference points within articulated discursive material. They act as devices through
which production of self can be accessed. They are not ‘reality’ references but serve as
indicators of momentary and changing relations. Working as meaning-makers, they
function to elucidate the relationship under investigation.
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When discussing relationships of ethnographic standpoints, participant observation,
analysis, interpretation, storied process, research strategies, researcher and researched,
the debate becomes complex. For example, my strategies ask me to observe myself at
the same time as writing about ‘what happened’. Such a process re-produces the
ontological debate. ‘Who’ is doing ‘what'? cannot help but hover in the margins. Luckily |
can, and do, position it back within the ‘zone of discursive events’ where debate waits to
be called into Being in some other context.

But, its fluttering raises again the tag of participant observation, a precipice | totter upon
because discussion so far suggests that | may have performed some form of this strategy,
yet | suspect | haven't. | even hesitate now to argue that | have borrowed from participant
observation as I'm not sure that | have. As research strategy participant observation has
a close relationship with ethnography ascertained through its articulation as the
engagement with and ‘experience’ of a social environment in order to advance some
understanding of that setting. From both an ‘insider’'s’ (participant) perspective, and an
outsider’s (observer’s) perspective it focuses upon describing, analysing and interpreting
the details of the actions and interactions within the studied social setting. Through the
researcher, knowledge of the studied environment is accessed (Barnard, 1993; Bowers,
1996; Curtis, 1999; May, 1993; Mertens, 1998).

In my strategising | engage with cultural space both as participant and observer. As
participant | engage with the training programmes used to produce subjugation. As
observer | observe my process within the subjugation process. | do not necessarily
describe, analyse or interpret details of interaction within the studied environment,
although | do articulate the process through storied form. Additionally, whilst engaging in
the process under study, | do not maintain clear and defined boundaries of participant and
observer, although the process raises the inherent problematics of this task (see Toren,
1996). One of the things | do is to notice how my attempt to ‘be’ participant/observer
affects my process of engagement.

As research strategy the oxymoronic juxtaposition of participant observation does present
a dilemma. Plainly speaking the task is perplexing. Not only is there an object under
investigation to be attended to but the researcher must juggle the affects of trying to be
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‘participant observer’, rather than either a participant or an observer. During my exposure
to training programmes my juggling was not always up to par.

When participating | would embark as observer sharing in a process but at some point |
seemed to ‘shift’ to participant, and certainly my ‘critical observer’ if | have such a thing,
fell by the wayside. During the process of observation (of my self) | encountered myriad
shifting standpoints, such as academic researcher, critical theorist, group member,
postmodern person, most of which/whom were not particularly interested in diverging
positions. Trying to ‘stabilise’ various standpoints mitigated participation. That is, despite
being of analytical interest and probably of intrinsic academic value, juggling and
stabilising contrived as diversion from the subjugation process. In other words observing
became a distraction. In order to expose my person to the process under study | had to
let various standpoints roam at will without efforts to corral and control. This did not mean
that | lost all sense of control and ‘awareness’; it meant that | ‘allowed’ the process of
subjugation, of participation. If | remembered to, | acknowledged the shifting standpoints,
but | did not fret if passing time found me engrossed in the training programme. |

‘became’ more fluid, more multiple, more diverse, | participated more than | observed.

Hence my claim that traditional participant observation is not something | borrowed from,
although | did participate, and | did observe. But, perhaps this is the nature of the post-
structuralist study. Historic conceptions of self/society splits, and boundaries between the
subjective and the objective are challenged (Reed-Danahay, 1997) which allows new
forms of researching, theorising and writing to be explored. Perhaps this includes new or
at least different forms of participant observation.

Leaving the contextualising of methodologies behind for a moment, there is a problematic
aspect to my assertions which cannot be ignored. Claiming narrative as discursive
organising strategy is all very well, but this is not the only way that narrative is conceived.
In contrast to the fluidity of post-structuralist narrative under discussion, there are other
standpoints through which narrative is conceptualised as a stable representation of self,
as a representation of experience. Such perspectives are not compatible with those of

post-structuralism and can serve to disrupt the association of post-structuralism and
narrative.
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For example, from a psychological perspective, stories of coherent and consistent lives
are necessary for pathologising; from a feminist perspective stories of ‘real material
conditions’ are required to locate and challenge dominant technologies; from the
perspective of the lay-person, the stories that constitute a sense of unitary coherent self
are so closely linked to identity that challenge to such stability may rouse much more than
stimulating discussion, and can induce grief and anger as people interpret such notions as
meaning that they are no more substantial than the alphabet.

Narrative as a way of engaging with ‘lived experience’ is a perspective not only of narrative
therapists (Freedman & Combs, 1996), and mainstream psychologists (Robinson &
Hawpe, 1986), but is also articulated through various feminist psychological standpoints
(Gavey, 1989). From these positions narrative is understood as storied, or lived,
experience with discourses occurring within the narrative. Discourses are drawn upon in
order to produce a narrative, or narratives; that is, discourses can be located within ‘the
story’. There are similarities here with the conceptualisation presented in this study, that
is, narrative is considered as a strategy through which discourse can be organised. Some
other perspectives understand narratives as self representational pictures that we create
of our selves (Riessman, 1993). Self-representations linked with talk of experience
support notions of ‘stability’ and ‘truth’ under the assumption that language reflects
experience independent of and prior to, language.

From this frame of reference problematics occur when aligning narrative (as lived
experience) and post-structuralism. From the standpoint of this study narrative is
conceived as an articulation of experience, process, or exposure, but the articulation is
experience, process, exposure in itself. In other words, experience per se is as temporal
as identity, it cannot be captured, it can only be interpreted. In a sense, experience, or
what we think of as experience, must always be interpretation, because experience is
constituted through language rather than a world existing independently of rhetoric,
embodied or otherwise. It is through articulation that we find some kind of meaning of the
experience. In itself experience has no intrinsic meaning (Gavey, 1989; Hollway, 1984,
1989, Jackson, 1998; Marshall, Wollett, & Dosanjh, 1998; Weedon, 1987).

However, the premise of ‘lived experience’, being part of a positivist worldview, has
considerable influence and authority. So much so that it is often ‘naturally’ assumed that
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‘lived experience’ and ‘narrative’ are synonymous. For example, traditionally a feminist
standpoint will argue that when we treat ‘remembered experience” as “narrative
construction” rather than a “true reflection” of past events the concept of experience is
rendered problematic (Jackson, 1998, p45).

| argue that the premise of ‘narrative construction’ does not make the concept of
experience problematic, particularly if we understand that ‘lived experience’ is neither
separate, nor in opposition, to the conceptual and theoretical. That, any and all
experience is constituted through the cultural (and historical) resources to hand,
languaged and embodied, in the past, the present, or the future. That experience cannot
be separated from how it is talked about, conceptualised, and theorised. That experience
is always constituted through social relations. As discussed in Chapter Two lived
experience can be understood as embodied social practice. From this standpoint
narrative constructions of people’s lives are as legitimate as constructions of dominant
technologies. The interpretation, the process of narrative, of organising resources is as
valid as the original event or experience which, from this perspective, is also an
interpretation.

In other words it is unwarranted to suggest that lived experience is in any way different
from narrative construction of the ‘experience’. When we are ‘in the moment’ with all our
bodily sensations and language resources working to make some meaning, or sense-
making of what is happening, what we are doing is narrativising. Through interpretations,
informed through perpetual interpretation and re-interpretation, we come to understand
our experience, and subsequently constitute our subjectivity in any given moment
(Jackson, 1998). For example, at home, in our rooms, at our computers,
articulating/writing narratives - of an event - what is different? - re membering? We have
talked of this before. In the moment through which my narrative is constructed, past,
present and future, are entwined, as they are in any moment. That is, through
autobiography/narrative we cannot help but consider the past in the present which propels
us into the future. As we consider the present we cannot but remember the past. Time
cannot be severed (Lee, 1994; Howard, 1994; Spence, 1994). | tell a story of a past

event, yet the story telling takes place in the present, and so, therefore does the past
event.
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Treating narratives as constituted accounts through which subjugation can be understood
is not to deny the material context which structure’s our experience as it is through our
socially situated accounts that we make sense of experience. When we re-member we
are performing a reflexive process of subjecting our ‘memories’ to scrutiny. One of the
purposes of this practice is to understand how we are subjugated; how we come into
being as subjects (Jackson, 1998). This is the kind of process articulated through this
study. | attend training workshops and narrativise my experience in order to make
meaning of my subjugation, and how | come into being as subject.

Understanding narrative as constituted subjugation must depend upon theoretically
understanding the person as reflexive, that is, the person is able to be both object and
subject, and can, clearly reflect upon itself. Understanding our selves through this
perspective argues for an | who remembers, an | who writes, an | who reflects upon both
the memory and the written story, and an | within the story, and probably innumerable
other I's. Because all the I's are constituted through whatever resources they use,
different stories of subjugation must be produced depending upon the constitution. In
other words subjugated reflexive self is articulated through the process of narrativising,
and what's more is shown to be unstable, fluid, flexible, capable of motion and movement.

This is in contrast to the subject/object of participant observation discussed earlier, and
perhaps supports the illumination of subject/object difficulties. That is, it is not as easy as
it sounds, to be both object and subject at the same time, but it is only not easy when we
understand subject/object as dualist. When, as above, we understand the person as
reflexive, the dualist assumptions of person as either object or subject are negated.
Moreover, perhaps the person as reflexive is more than simply simultaneous object and
subject, perhaps the person constituted through socially constructed contextual historical
embodied discursive resources is as diverse as the resources available. Not binary, but

multiple, continually in process as social self.

Attempts to theorise subjectivity often link the notion of social structures and humanity
acting within such structures. Such endeavours keep us polarised. Within this worldview
humanity and discourse remain binary despite the assertion that the concept of
‘subjectification’ captures the connection (Haug, 1987; Jackson, 1998). It may well

expose the subjectification, but connotations of connections also produce disconnection.
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This study theorises that we are subjectified all of the time, that subjectification is all there
is, and that it is through articulation that we ‘do’ our selves.

Narrative can be taken seriously at the same time that we recognise it as construction.
Narratives articulate our political struggle, personalise the political, support, subvert,
engage and expose, the regimes through which we are subjugated. Furthermore, when
we understand narrative through this perspective we also begin to understand both our
subjugation and our power. We are enabled to manage our selves in new ways.
Narratives become devices and tools through which we can argue meaningfulness for
particular persons, challenge dominant technologies and construct identities to suit our
purposes.

In this study | argue that psychotherapeutics are psychological intervention technologies of
domination and power, designed to assist the assemblage of selves. | argue the
contestability of those forms which have been invented for us, and offer a vision of re-
invention. | choose narrative as an assembling strategy which will also expose subjugated

self as politicised. In the context of research study | have another question.

Will this study articulate, create, stimulate, knowledge, new forms of understanding, from
which debate can be re-entered once again, expanding our discursive reservoir, so that
we can live as we wish to live?

Perhaps.

In the meantime the contextual map delivered through Chapter Six offers an interlude for
reflection. It discusses my attractions and incentives for targeting psychotherapeutics and
the specific practices under investigation. It serves somewhat as preface to my
articulation of subjectification to apparatus of dominion, as introduction to narratives of
exposure.
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CHAPTER SIX
REFLECTING ON THE PROCESS

This chapter adopts a pragmatic tone, acting both as pause in the process and contextual
locater of the practices under study. As a psychologist critically examining the
psychological artefacts of self and psychotherapeutic technology | must step outside
conventional and traditional psychological boundaries. The mainstream tools of
psychology do not lend themselves to reflexive critical analysis and, consequently, other
perspectives and influences are applied to enable challenge (Parker, 1997). In this study a
post-structuralist standpoint entwined with ethnographic participation and narrative
articulation is used to address areas of concern. This particular chapter informs of the
practices to which | subject my person in order to experience subjectification of self to
regulatory apparatus.

In the previous chapter | discussed, in some detail, the use of my person as research
device. It is not such a strange thing to do, rather, it seems remarkably sensible. As a
practitioner and partaker of psychotherapeutics | offer a reflexively enhanced sense of the
requirements for cultural membership in both of these positions. According to McCreanor
(1997) the interrogation of assumptions and practices is facilitated through such
“heightened enthnographic insight” (p37). Likewise, Wetherell and Potter (1992) suggest
that insider knowledge of a culture and the context through which articulation arises is one
of the dimensions of any satisfactory analysis. As well, if, as Rose (1990) suggests, forms
of individuality are specified through technical practices, and ‘doing self is rendered
through articulation of subjectification via the ways through which we manage, perfect,
and evaluate our individuality, it makes sense as a researcher to subject my ‘own’ person
to institutional practice, to experience subjectification, to articulate the process, to interpret
it. As a process exposure to techniques of self government, to technologies of adjustment,
is not something | can ask others to endure because | don't know what the effects will be.
I have talked of these matters previously and reiterate here simply as focus for what lies
ahead. For now though, attention is turned to the practices, the techniques of
subjectification under inquiry.
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| choose to examine the technologies of Narrative Therapy, Gestalt Therapy,
Psychodrama, and Bioenergetic Analysis. Each technology is supported through an
organised training programme and active qualified practitioners who maintain client
contact such as individual or group work, either privately, or in institutions. In this country
practitioners can be accessed by any individual who can afford to pay, or who qualifies for
a Government subsidy. Entry to training programmes is through independent criteria, for
example, training in Bioenergetics is