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Summary:

For a broader overview of the thesis, I like to refer the reader to the first fifteen or so
introductory pages of the book, but for a succinct summary I like to repeat simply
what is said at the end of that introduction. That is, in summary, while seeking to call
into question the naturalness of the established hierarchical order so as to give way to

the discourse and the corresponding subject of difference, I start chapter 1 by
exploring the possible de/construction of the subject of reason or scientific rationality,
which is placed high in the power/knowledge hierarchies and which is therefore a
central actant in the continuous reconstruction of these hierarchies. I then try in
chapter 2 to find out how scientific rationalities come to possess the dominant
position within particular disciplines, such as the psy sciences, ad how they
dis/continue to do so while un/authorized as professionals corresponding to the
objectives of the discourse of science. Following this, I explore in chapter 3 some of
the consequences of the hierarchical order between scientists and nonscientists and
what that impact the corresponding production of 'regimes of truth' might have upon
the whole social body in general, and upon people committed to institutions of reason
in particular. In chapter 4 I then seek to deconstruct the discourse of science
completely, while suggesting that we need to give up the scientific search - and myth
- about absolute certainty. Finally, in chapter 5, I reflect upon some of the critique
raised against postmodern positions, and then explore the possibility for engaging in
social and political critique.

Samenvatting:

Voor een breder overzicht van de thesis wil ik de lezer verwijzen naar de eerste
vijftien of zo inleidende paginas van dit boek, maar voor een bondige samenvatting
wil ik eenvoudig herhalen what gezegd wordt aan het einde van die inleiding. Dat
betekent kort gezegd dat, terwijl ik de natuurlijkheid van de gevestigde hierarchische
orde in vraag wil stellen en plaats wil maken voor de discours en het daarmee
corresponderend onderwerp van difference. ik hoofdstuk 1 begin met een explorative
de/constructie van het subject van de rede en wetenschappelijke rationaliteit, dat zo
hoog wordt geplaatst in de hierarchieen van macht en kennis, en dat derhalve een
centrale rol speelt in de continue herhaling van deze hierarchieen. In hoofdstuk 2
probeer ik dan te begrijpen hoe wetenschappelijke rationaliteiten een dominante
positie hebben verworven in bepaalde disciplines, zoals de psy wetenschappen, and
hoe ze dit wel of niet blijven doen terwijl ze daar als professionals wel of niet de
autoriteit toe hebben gekregen volgens de oogmerken van de discours van de
wetenschap. Vervolgens exploreer ik in hoofdstuk 3 enkele gevolgen van de
hierarchische orde tussen wetenschappers en niet wetenschappers en probeer na te
gaan welke impact de daarmee samenhangende 'regimes van de waarheid' kunnen
hebben op de samenleving als geheel, en op mensen die worden toevertrouwd aan
instituties van de rede in het bijzonder. In hoofdstuk 4 probeer ik dan de
wetenschappelijke discours helemaal te deconstrueren, met de suggestie dat we de
wetenschappelijke zoektocht - en mythe - met betrekking tot absolute zekerheid
maar beter kunnen opgeven. In hoofdstuk 5, tenslotte, buig ik mij over sommige van
de kritieken die zijn geuit tegen postmoderne stellingnames, en exploreer ik de
moseliikheid om mii te bezeven in meer sociale en Dolitieke vormen van kritiek.
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Introduction

We are continuously told about the growing inequality of the world and
hierarchies of oppositions of'winners and losers.' This hierarchization of
the world, and the corresponding divisions between those who are
included and those who are excluded, seems to have become the 'natural' order of things. Furthermore, it always seems to be the same others
that are marginalized and excluded in the course of othering namely
the poor, women, children, ethnic or cultural minorities, and those who
shall be the center of interest in this project; those constructed as 'insane.'
The radical transformations of contemporary society leading to the
crisis of modernity and the shifting toward postmodernity implies the
deconstructive questioning, on the one hand, of the hierarchization of
the world and the corresponding discourse of opposites, which has given
way to the disqualification of those constituted as other, and in connection with which still more people are excluded due to particular mechanisms of othering and subjugation. While calling attention to the importance of the discourse of difference, the deconstructive questioning
implies, on the other hand, calling into question the hierarchization of
oppositions, which is folded into a naturalization of distance, according
to which we have come to take for granted the divisions between constructed opposites, such as between reason and non-reason. Corresponding to the institutionalization of modern science and the constitution of
scientific rationalities, non-reason has been constituted as an object for
science, insomuch as the division between oppositions has authorized
reason's objectification and subjugation of non-reason. As a consequence, scientific rationalities contribute, through the language of
rationality, to the maintenance of the hierarchies of oppositions, and
corresponding dis/positioning, objectification and exclusion of those
constructed as other, and according to which the other is assigned to an
inferior position within the dominant power/knowledge hierarchies.
Therefore, in order to deconstruct the hierarchization of opposites, we
need to make the discourse of science an object for questioning. This
1
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implies calling into question scientific objectivity, distance and neutrality
as well as the processes of objectification and othering, according to
which still more are excluded and marginalized due to processes such as
psychiatrization.3 While calling into question these processes of exclusion, we take - in relation to the focus on insanity - the psy sciences as our
object, in relation to which we need to be concerned with the connection
between the construction of unities, such as fixed subjectivities and
power/knowledge hierarchies, corresponding to the authorization of
scientific rationalities.4 In other words, the deconstruction of the hierarchy of opposites involves questioning the practices of objectification,
according to which the constructed opposites become hierarchized, and
according to which the other is constituted as a particular subjectivity; as
such, it is an object for science, which in the case of insanity is a negatively marked difference, inasmuch as it is a stigmatizing and marginalizing categorization. Therefore, the questioning of hierarchies of opposites
is connected to the questioning of the production of truth, of which
scientific rationalities are passionate: corresponding to this, unities, like
fixed subjectivities, are constituted as 'discoverable' essences, and as
such play an important part in the production of scientific truths. In this
way, the objective is to challenge the production of truth, and insomuch
as the production of truth is closely connected to the construction of
particular subjectivities - such as categories and classifications in psychopathology, according to which the opposition between reason and
non-reason is continuously re/constructed - our objective also entails the
refusal of all essentialist discourses.
The deconstructive questioning of the construction of fixed subjectivities is thus connected to the refusal of all discourses of essentialism, and
in connection with this, we claim that any constructs, rather than naturally being there are arbitrary constructions that have no nature or essence. Instead, these constructs, while appearing to exist universally and
objectively, are better viewed as arbitrary constructions, which are
inscribed in the discourse of opposites where they are the products of
particular processes of objectifications, and in accordance with which
they have been naturalized. It is in relation to these processes of naturalization that arbitrary constructs have come to appear as 'natural' and
objective objects which have always been 'there' merely waiting to be
'discovered.' In the history of insanity, Foucault (1961) points to two
events in these processes of turning the cultural arbitrarily into the
natural: the creation of the H6spital G6n6ral and the 'great confinement'
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of the poor, and the liberation of the chained inmates of Bic6tre in
between, in which: 'something happens whose ambiguity has left the
historians of medicine at a loss: blind repression in an absolutist regime,
according to some; but according to others, the gradual discovery by
science of madness in its positive truth' (p.vix). Therefore, while claiming from a postmodern position that non/humans do not 'naturally' or
essentially belong in any one category, the objective is to call into question all essences and consequently question the resignation encouraged
by essentialist discourses, insomuch as they are responsible for the
dehistoricization and naturalization of the hierarchies of opposites.
To make the established power/knowledge hierarchies and the corresponding dis/positioning of opposites an object for deconstructive critic
seems ever more important, insomuch as scientific rationalities and the
production of truths have become still more important in our everyday
lives. 5 This implies that the re/construction of the hierarchies of oppositions - and the corresponding forms of exclusion and subjugation function in private as well as public (local and global) hierarchies. This is
not at least true of psy scientists who, through technologies of objectification, contribute to the maintenance of the hierarchized world and the
corresponding differentiation between those who are included and
excluded, insomuch as we have come to distinguish ourselves and others
in accordance with the truths of psy. Therefore, insofar as the processes
of inclusion-exclusion take place through particular technologies of
objectification in order to deconstruct the hierarchies of opposites - so as
to restore the relationship between oppositions - we need to explore how
sciences, such as the psy sciences, contribute to the continuous
re/construction of these hierarchies, while exploring the consequences of
objectification in connection with which particular subjectivities are
constituted, excluded and marginalized in the course of othering. In
other words, we need to explore the processes of division, and the correspending stigmatization and marginalization upon which the scientific
classification and categorization of psy is founded, and according to
which we have come to view the division between opposites as natural
and normal, insomuch that we without questioning these naturalized
divisions - act upon ourselves and others in accordance with them,
insomuch as the hierarchization of oppositions are inscribed in both the
ordering of the world and in bodies, in the form of incorporated
power/knowledge hierarchies. In short, since the objective of deconstructive questioning is to open up to the new, to difference, multiplicity, and
-
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thus to subjugated knowledges, the objective is to question the construc-

tion of essences unities or identities - and the corresponding principle
of division between opposites, in connection with which unities, such as
particular subjectivities, are constituted, disqualified and marginalized in
the course of othering. The approach taken in the current project will be
-

as follows.

The Stories and the Structuring of the Project
To begin with, the project was meant to be a phenomenological project
insomuch as it was to be a continuation of the last years of my MA
studies in psychology, when I wrote my Master's thesis on phenomenology. My curiosity toward phenomenology began when I read the work of
R.D. Laing and other critical psychiatrists, in relation to which I became
especially interested in the questioning of the dominant position of
(clinical) psychoanalysis and the biotechnological discourse.6 This
questioning was closely connected to my study and work in the Department for Clinical Psychology at St. Hans Hospital,7 which is the largest
and oldest state institution in the Copenhagen area. The inmates committed there are considered 'the severest of the severely disturbed,'
implying that the majority of inmates are thought to be suffering from
schizophrenia.
St. Hans Hospital, which is part of the University Hospital of Copenhagen, undertakes a considerable amount research, which is embedded

in the biotechnological discourse and conducted at the Research Institute
for Biological Psychiat,y. 8 The dominant position of the biotechnological
discourse, and the corresponding emphasis on genetics and medication,
were not viewed to be in opposition to the psychoanalytic positions from
within which the psychologists worked insomuch as most professionals
eventually came to view genetics as the beginning of the development of
non/reason. Consequently, everyone took part in the controlling of the
inmates' compliance with the medical treatment. Many inmates did not
need much controlling, insofar as they themselves considered that their
problems were due to a genetic disorder, and thus medication was the
best possible treatment and the hospital a safe haven where they were
not alone with their problems; here they were surrounded by
non/professionals who were not terrified by their possible psychotic
experiences. However, other inmates objected to being categorized as

Introduction 5

insane and being given medical treatment insomuch as they did not wish
to be medicated, at least not for long periods of time. Some of these
inmates would nonetheless continue to take their medicine, while others
would stop taking their medication in secret, although fearing that they
would be 'caught.' Objections to the medical discourse were not accepted and resistance was seen as a symptom of non-reason, insomuch
as being an inmate of this specific hospital entailed being medicated.
Participating in clinical practice, I became still more disillusioned, not
the least due to the dominant position of the biotechnological discourse,
which meant the silencing of all other voices. The problem was the lack
of alternatives, in relation to which I found the critique of the oppositional and essentialist ways of thinking (being either psychoanalytic or
biological) especially interesting. This implied the questioning of the
modern subject, the hierarchical positioning of knowledges and the
corresponding hierarchical dis/positioning of professionals versus nonprofessionals. I also became interested in the critique of the bioreductionist mode of thinking, as well as professionals' domination and
obsessional acts of interpretations, in relation to which they always
already know the answers as to who the other is. In my search for other
voices, I turned to phenomenology and the critical psychiatrists who
based their work on phenomenology: I have, in this project, pursued the
phenomenological critique of professional practices in the psy disci-

plines, in relation to which Loren Mosher has been my most significant
source of inspiration.
Phenomenological and other writings on qualitative methods, such as
Strauss and Corbin's (1990, 1994) Grounded 17:eog, were to begin with
equally important in the process of reflecting upon the research design
and especially on how to create a questionnaire and involve interviewees
- or participants - in conversations.9 Different qualitative methods, such
as grounded theory and phenomenological methods, may in this way be
combined insomuch as they focus the on role of people in shaping the
worlds in which they live: the first upon the individual subjective 'lived
or experienced world' and the latter upon action within 'the everyday
reality' (see Giorgi, 1975, Kvale, 1995, Strauss and Corbin 1990).10 In
contrast to phenomenologists, the grounded theorists are not especially

interested in individual actors so much as discovering processes and
patterns of action, and interaction between and among actors. In relation
to this, grounded theorists aim at explaining actions in the light of the
theory that has developed during the research,' corresponding to the
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main objective, which is the development of'theory grounded in reality.'
Grounded theorists thus seek 'to specify consequences and their related
conditions, on which grounds the theorist can claim predictability in a
limited sense' (Strauss and Corbin, 1990, p.49, and 1994, p.278).
Qualitative researchers may in this way strive to develop concepts and
theories through the verification of the resulting hypotheses, corresponding to which the researcher conducting qualitative interviews must
follow some general guidelines. While keeping in mind that the central
purpose of research is to capture what participants have to say, these
guidelines place emphasis upon openness rather than spec0 city, in connection to which the researcher must have a free-Roating interest and f exibility so as to explore the phenomenon in depth. In this way, the questionnaire is merely a guideline for the interviews, so questions that the
researcher had prior to the actual interviews may thus be dropped or
supplemented. 11
Besides being constructive in the process

of reflecting upon how to

engage in conversations with the participants, the writings on methodology and guidelines for interviews were important in the creation of the

questionnaire. However, the involvement of one of the participants

whom I have known for a long time was significant in the actual creation
of the questionnaire insomuch as she took part in the process of making
both the themes and the questions. Focusing on themes, such as the
participants' understanding of their problems and on their social retations, were related to the criteria upon which the ten participants were
selected; that they were diagnosed with schizophrenia, according to
which they might 'lack insight in the seriousness of their illness,' just as
their social relations would most probably be 'disturbed.' The immediate
objective in relation to this was to destabilize the diagnosis of schizophrenia and create another story about schizophrenia. I chose schizophrenia because the people I had met at the hospital, both in therapy
and while conducting psy tests, were most often categorized as schizophrenic, which led me to think that this was the psy category about
which I had most knowledge. I came to think that these people were
often described in a way that was different from my experiences, and it
saddened me to hear them recount how other people withdrew from
them if they told them about their diagnosis and to hear them tell me
that being committed to the institution was the most frightening experience of their life. It was saddening because the professionals working in
such institutions indeed intended to help, but being inscribed in the
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almost obsessive processes of objectification, one tends to forget - as a
professional - to listen, resulting in the damaging effects of exclusion,
which is always an exclusion of those constructed as other, and always
includes those who are considered as irrational by scientific rationalities.
The objective of the project changed accordingly insomuch as I did
not wish to construct a new story - new concepts or a new theory about schizophrenia. Rather, I wanted to listen to the stories the participants would tell me while asking them to tell a St07y about themselves.
Therefore, I used the questionnaire as follows: I gave the participants a
copy of the questionnaire and suggested that if they wanted, they could
look it over before our next meeting. At the same time, I emphasized (as
was written in the very beginning of the questionnaire) that the themes
were mere suggestions about what we might talk about insomuch as I
would be interested in any theme they would like to talk about; this
could be one of the themes from the questionnaire or any other theme
that they thought was important to them. Some participants chose one
or two themes from the questionnaire, while others chose completely
different themes, just as some chose to focus on some of the questions
whereas others never referred to any of the questions. In this regard, the
questionnaire was used partly during some conversations but not during
others: when conducting the five last interviews, as advised by Mosher,
the questionnaire was given up altogether, so that I could focus on
being-there with the participants.
One of the reasons for conducting the interviews in this way was that I
wanted to stay connected to the participants rather than being distant,
neutral and disconnected. In this way, I tried to depart from the quest
for the disconnectedness of the discourse of science, according to which
the scientist must be an objective scient ic gaze that remains detached
from the researched, and according to which researchers must follow a set
of specific steps to maintain 'analytic distance so as to obtain valid and
reliable data closely aligned with the canons of 'good science" (Strauss
and Corbin, 1990, p.250). At the same time, I departed from research
methods in which the researcher chose the research question and thus
the phenomenon to be studied, such as described by Strauss and Corbin:
The research question in a grounded theory study is a statement that
identifies the phenomenon to be studied. It tellS you what you specifically
want to focus on and what you want to know about this subject. The
questions enable the researcher to start, and helps him or her to stay fo-
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cused throughout the research project. Whenever he or she begins to
flounder or gets lost in the masses of data, the original question can always be returned to for clarification (1990, pp.38-40).

Or rather, the research question had changed so much that the objec-

tive of the interviews was not so much to explore any specific theme but
rather, to find out what stories the participants would tell if asked to tell
a story about themselves and if possible, to demonstrate that those
considered 'schizophrenics' are indeed capable of constructing conventional - or 'rational' - stories; stories which could be understood by
others. Therefore, another reason for giving the participants a copy of
the questionnaire and the opportunity to choose the themes for our
conversations was to 'authorize' them. This seems crucial from a postmodern position, according to which we must seek to 'be as close as
possible' to the researched, as opposed to being distant, insomuch as the
research relationship always already is a particular kind of relationship;
namely, a relationship between the researcher and the researched, and as
such, a relationship where it is the former who initiates the relationships,
assigns the research objectives and mis/uses the participants' stories
afterwards (e.g. Gergen & Gergen, 2000, and Bourdieu, 2002, pp.600).
Moreover, seeking to authorize the participants seems important, insomuch as the researcher would most often be positioned higher in the
dominant power/knowledge hierarchies, which becomes clear when
doing research involving people who have been labeled by professionals
and when the research takes place in an institution. Such was the case
when I conducted my research, where some of the conversations took
place in a total institution in which the participants as well as I were

already hierarchically inscribed in the discourse of opposites, insomuch
as they were labeled with schizophrenia and I was introduced as a profesSional. In other words, in trying to reduce the hierarchical situation, the
intrusive character of the conversations and not least, avoiding turning
the participants into research objects, I tried to reduce the hierarchical
and asymmetrical relationship while seeking to empower the participants. For the same reason, I chose to have most of the conversations
outside institutions and with people whom I had known for some time
and for whom I thought it would be easier to overcome the hierarchical
relationship and the corresponding distance between professional and
nonprofessional. Still another reason for giving the participants the
opportunity to choose the themes for our conversations was that the
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objective was not so much to get them to talk about any specific themes,
but to demonstrate that it is indeed possible to engage with people who
are thought to be 'insane.' Even so, interviewing is not always easy,
because, like Bourdieu says, 'one only needs to have conducted an
interview once to know how difficult it is to focus continuously on what
is being said, that is involve in 'active listing' (and not solely in words)
and follow the flow of the conversation and at the same time follow a
chosen theoretical 'line' and avoid asking inattentive questions' (2002,
p.610). One of the obstacles in my conversations with the participants
was my training as a professional, in relation to which the 'fragility of
schizophrenics' had been emphasized, which sometimes during the
conversations made me uncertain about the open approach I had chosen
insomuch as this fragility is thought to imply a need for structuring.
Moreover, the question remains whether this approach is a legitimate
way of doing research. Before I had had the first conversation with any of
the participants, and even before I had introduced the way that I would
actually conduct the research, some professionals maintained that qualitative research 'is not science.' The Scientific-Ethical Committees for
Copenhagen thus did not consider that qualitative research was a proper
way to conduct psychological research involving people diagnosed as
having schizophrenia, so initially they rejected my research proposal.
Moreover, while critical toward qualitative research, and not at least
toward critical psychiatry, one professional ended a year-long work
relation a few months after I had started the project and at the same time
which at that time was my
advised the community of psy patients
'empirical network' - not to continue working with me. She then wrote
to a professor at the department where I worked, expressing her concerns about the lack of scientificity of this kind of research. The professor
happened to share her concerns and wrote to the head of department,
declaring that I was no longer entitled to the research funds that I had
obtained. He recommended that the department request me to reapply
for these funds. The head of the department agreed, but the chairwoman
of the Ph.D. Board of Studies disagreed. Being in this way throzon and
having thrown myself into the struggles of the psy disciplines, I found my
way to researchers who allowed other voices and who considered qualitative studies to be 'proper' research. In relation to this, the Research
Committee of San Diego, California, approved my research proposal on
the first round, while Mosher was engaged in the whole application
process. To be sure, this was encouraging.
-
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In the course of the research process, and as the project materialized,
it turned still more 'anti-scientific,' while drifting still further away from
the cannons of how to do 'good science.' This included, for example, the
research strategies described in the writing on qualitative methodology
mentioned earlier, where it is suggested that the researcher follow some
general strategies and procedures - such as systematically coding and
analyzing the data, corresponding to the categorization and conceptualization of data through a continuous interplay between data analysis and
data collection through the asking of concept-developing questions so as
to achieve conceptual density (see also the works of A. Giorgi on this
describing similar analyses from a phenomenological position). However,
insofar as the objectives were no longer to construct a new understanding of any particular phenomenon, such as 'schizophrenia' -that is, to
develop a different theory on schizophrenia - the objective turned out to
be different from researchers doing the kind of qualitative research where
their research findings 'constitute a theoretical formulation of the phenomenon under investigation,' as Strauss and Corbin say (1990, p.24).
Having changed the objective of the project implied that rather than
constructing a new version of schizophrenia, the objective was to deconstruct the preconstructed construct of schizophrenia altogether and
accordingly, to call into question the discourse of science in which this
preconstruction had been constituted as an essence, which eventually
meant calling into question the very discipline in which it was constituted as an object for science. In other words, the aim was to question all
taken for granted preconstructions so as to give way to the discourse of
difference, to multiplicity - to the many voices: accordingly, a different
objective had emerged; namely, to deconstruct the dominant views on
'schizophrenia' while, through the engagement with people labeled
accordingly, to refute two things. On the one hand, the clinical descriptions of 'schizophrenia,' in which 'schizophrenics' are described as
suffering from 'the most severe mental disorder, characterized by psychotic symptoms such as disordered perception, thinking and social
behavior' (WHO ICD-10). On the other hand, that some professionals,
in accordance with the theses of psychoanalytic causation, describe
symptoms such as 'anxiety, withdrawal, isolation' due to 'autism' and
'ambivalence in relationships.' In relation to the deconstruction of the
hierarchies of opposites mentioned earlier, the objective had thus become to deconstruct any preconstructed constructs and any fixed subjectivities, such as the construct of 'schizophrenia' and the corresponding
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discourse of science, and in addition, the dominant power/knowledge
hierarchies in connection with which 'schizophrenia' had been constituted as a scientific object. These objectives were intertwined with the
changed theoretical positioning - from phenomenology to poststructuralism - according to which the chapters of the project have developed as

follows.
Due to the importance of phenomenology in critical psychiatry and
my educational journey, a considerable part of chapter 1, The
De/Construction of the Subject of Reason, focuses on the phenomenological
questioning of the Cartesian logocentric and dualistic logic in relation to
which the rational subject or scient#ic ran'onalities were constituted, which
then gave rise to the institutionalization of modern science and thus the
'sciences of man.' The phenomenological position, as it is used in critical
psychiatry, is also crucial in the first part of chapter 2, The Struggles over
Scientlicity, insomuch as critical psychiatrists are important voices in the
struggles taking place within the 'psy disciplines' and not least against
the dominance of the biotechnological voice. Although phenomenological questioning is important in the deconstruction of the hierarchical
order and the heterogeneous model of subjectivity, many phenomenological researchers seem nonetheless - while emphasizing the 'subjective
lived world' - to remain within the modern division between objectivity
versus subjectivity, for example. Although far from being the case in the
critical psychiatrist's use of phenomenology, the phenomenological
researcher risks falling into subjectivist attitudes while seeking the essential being of the subject and maintaining the belief that it is the individual consciousness that constructs its subjective understanding of the
world. In other words, these researchers risk ignoring the relational
construction of meaning/lessness and the corresponding hierarchized
world in which the excluded, stigmatized and marginalized lack
power/knowledge.
Therefore, even though phenomenological researchers call attention
to an important discussion of the modern view of correspondence between words and the world - that is, between scientific 'descriptions,'
which within the discourse of science are believed to be 'discoveries' of
'reality' or to mirror what is actually 'there' - some phenomenologists still
seem, like grounded theorists, to have the problem of connectedness
versus disconnectedness (which will be discussed at length in chapter 4)
insomuch as they argue that scientists do not discover a preexisting
reality 'out there.' Accordingly, these researchers hold that concepts and
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theories constructed in research are culturally and historically situated
insomuch as they are inte,premtions from a given perspective. Strauss and
Corbin thus maintain that, 'doing analysis is, in fact, making interpretations, and actually scientific knowledge therefore is in large part an
invention or development rather than an imitation; concepts, hypotheses,
and theories are not found ready-made in reality but must be constructed' (1990, p.59).12
While seeking to deconstruct the discourse of oppositions, I found
that postmodern authors gave rise to even more exciting answers - and
not the least, questions. In particular, Kenneth Gergen, who invited me
into the postmodern realities, has been important in the unfolding of the
project. I found that postmodern positions made it possible to reject not
only constructs such as 'schizophrenia,' but all fixed subjectivities, while
rejecting any kind of essentialism.
The change in my objective and theoretical position has also had a
significant impact on how the participants' stories are mis/used in the
project. Rather than analyzing their 'subjective world' and presenting
objectivizing analytic monologues in accordance with which the participants would be turned into clinical cases created by a subject of reason,
and trying to avoid the sometimes almost obsessional habit of professionals of constructing (wild) interpretations, the objective became one
of exploring the discursive practices in which the stories of the particiwhile at the same time presenting the stories in a way
pants inscribe
that will hopefully make possible the opening up toward people that are
most often excluded and marginalized in the course of othering. In order
to do so, we shall focus on the presuppositions of these constructs; that
is, the taken for granted constructions which are, as mentioned earlier,
inscribed in the scientific discourse, in accordance with which the participants have been constituted as particular subjectivities, namely
schizophrenics. In relation to this, it is my hope that the participants'
stories will make possible an understanding different from textbook
schizophrenics, according to which schizophrenia is described in a way
that makes any relationship or even conversation seem impossible inasmuch as 'schizophrenics' are thought to have disappeared into an all
private and distorted world.
In other words, the postmodern questioning of the modern project is
the position from which I become involved in the deconstructive critique
of the hierarchy of oppositions insomuch as deconstruction is a way of
transforming and thus opening up to difference - to the many voices.
-
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Therefore, in the second part of both chapters 1 and 2, postmodern
voices take over the questioning of the modern subject of reason and the
questioning of the scientificity of biotechnological sciences. In chapter 3,
De/stabilizing the Hierarchical order, I try - in relation to the construction
of the subject of reason and the dominant position of the biotechnological voice - to explore the consequences of the modern hierarchization of
the world, before returning in chapter 4, Die Relativity of Truth, to the
deconstructive questioning of the discourse of science, and thus the
hierarchy of oppositions upon which the hierarchization of the world and
the authority of the modern subject of reason as well as of the sciences
rests. Therefore, in relation to the deconstruction of the notion of
schizophrenia, certain questions arise: what are the practices constituting
scientific or 'hard facts' and how are these 'facts' used in the constitution
of the psy disciplines as 'hard sciences' and psy scientists as 'scientists.'
This implies questions as to how the conceptualizations, categorizations
and classifications of psy - such as the conceptualization of various
'mental illnesses' - are constructed as natural and objective categories
and used by psy professionals, as well as how they are used in our everyday ways of thinking, talking and acting toward ourselves and others. In
other words, the objective is to deconstruct the naturalized preconstructions inscribed in the discourse of science - not to offer alternative
interpretations of'insanity,' but to rid ourselves of the normal-abnormal
dichotomy altogether, which encompasses the questioning of discursive
practices, in relation to which we have come to take for granted the
hierarchies of oppositions, and in relation to which we include some and
exclude others in the course of othering. This is also related to the
questioning of the macro and micro technologies of power: the first
referring to the processes of how, for example, the construction of fixed
subjectivities becomes useful in excluding the other from participating in
society because they are seen as less useful within the dominant (knowledge or economic) discourses; the latter, referring to miCro technologies
of power exercised through local forms of techniques and procedures of
exclusion and subjugation, which are incorporated into our collective
and are closely connected to the discourses of indiuidualization, namralization, rationalization and normalization.
The authors used in the project inscribe in different disciplines, but as
part of the postmodern project, it seems important to deconstruct the
division between disciplines insomuch as these divisions are folded into
the division of knowledges. However, some of the authors used in the

14

Introduction

project would most probably protest at being used in connection with a
postmodern questioning of the modem project; some of these authors
have indeed criticized the postmodern project, and although this project
can be questioned, these are issues which I shall not pursue to any extent
here. My aim is to provide an exploration of selected themes of the
postmodern attitude rather than a critical analysis. So even though I am
concerned with doing justice to the authors whose work I use, I realize at
the same time that any readings, like Haraway says, are also 'misreadings, re-readings, partial readings, imposed readings and imagined
readings of a text that is originally and finally never simply there' (1991,
p. 124). Further, since the using of the writings of any author is always
particular, I use single rather than double quotation marks throughout
the project.
The reason for choosing the particular authors that I have mis/used in
the project is that, in different ways and at least to some extent in alignment with the postmodern project, they have engaged in the questioning
of the modern project, including the questioning of: the hierarchical
positioning of the subject of reason, corresponding to the constitution of
the discourse of oppositions; and the constitution of particular
power/knowledge hierarchies, in relation to which still more preconstructions are constructed and taken to be naturally given including the
construction of still more fixed subjectivities, in relation to which still
more non/humans are subjugated and excluded in the course of othering.
Nonetheless, the selection of authors has indeed been difficult because
each time one reads an article or a book, or part of such, one is introduced to still new authors and new reflections, each of which it could be
interesting to pursue. There is especially one group of authors whom I
regret deeply not to have explored, namely feminist scholars. Asking
myself why I did not do so, I realize that the process of choosing is partly
a process of making oneself blind and deaf - for the time being - to all
those refections that one is not able to pursue or maybe not (yet) able to
comprehend.
In summary, while seeking to call into question the naturalness of the
established hierarchical order so as to give way to the discourse and the
corresponding subject of difference, I start chapter 1 by exploring the
possible de/construction of the subject of reason or scientific rationality,
which is placed high in the power/knowledge hierarchies and which is
therefore a central actant in the continuous reconstruction of these
hierarchies. I then try in chapter 2 to find out how scientific rationalities
-
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come to possess the dominant position within particular disciplines, such
as the psy sciences, and how they dis/continue to do so while
un/authorized as professionals corresponding to the objectives of the
discourse of science. Following this, I explore in chapter 3 some of the
consequences of the hierarchical order between scientists and nonscientists and what impact the corresponding production of'regimes of truth'
might have upon the whole social body in general, and upon people
committed to institutions of reason in particular. In chapter 4 I then seek
to deconstruct the discourse of science completely, while suggesting that
we need to give up the scientific search - and myth about absolute
certainty. Finally, in chapter 5,1 reflect upon some of the critique raised
against postmodern positions, and then explore the possibility for engaging in social and political critique.
-
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1

De/Constructing the Subject of Reason

Descartes, has not proved his existence. Actually I have
always knoton that I existed, ... just as I have always

known that the Other existed - Sartre, 1943

The crisis of modernity and the shifting toward postmodernity involves
the declining of the modern project, which is a project of the Enlightenment and a search for the one voice of truth, the constitution of the
subject of reason and the corresponding hierarchization of knowledges,
and the bureaucratization of society. This includes the institutionalization of modern science, which is connected to the belief in emancipation
in accordance with the progressive development of science and rationally
ordered society. Postmodernism is, as an alternative, the releasing of the
many voices, and involves calling into question the subject of reason, the
hierarchized regimes of truths and knowledges and the corresponding
construction of otherness, and the processes of inclusion and exclusion.
Lyotard, in Tlte Postmodern Condition (1979), describes the difference
between the modern and the postmodern attitude the following way:
I have decided to use the word postmodern to describe [...]the state of our
culture following the transformations, which, since the end of the nineteenth century, have altered the game rules for science, literature, and the
arts. [...] Science has always been in conflict with narratives. Judged by
the yardstick of science, the majority of them prove to be fables [...] I will
use the term modern to designate any science that legitimates itself with
reference to a metadiscourse, such as the dialectics of Spirit, the hermeneutics of meaning, the emancipation of the rational or working subject,
or the creation of wealth. [...] The Enlightenment narrative, in which the
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hero of knowledge works toward a good ethico-political end universal
peace. [...] I define postmodern as incredulity toward metanarratives (xxiii-

XXV).

In this way, Lyotard relates the crisis of modernity to the crisis of
metanarratives, referring to the narratives of the modern search for truth,
which have been used in Western societies for understanding the world
of humans and nonhumans, and for legitimizing scientific knowledge
created by the subject of reason, or 'the hero of knowledge.' Lyotard
uses the term 'narrative knowledge' to describe the pre-scientific knowledges of the everyday natural attitude and as a contrasting term to
'scientific knowledge.' While using the term metanarratives, he places
the 'true accounts' of science in the category of cultural myths or 'fables';
that is, any science that 'does not restrict itself to stating useful regularities and seek truth' (ibid. xxiii).
Lyotard seems to maintain the modernist and patriarchal hierarchization between 'soft' and 'hard' sciences in the search for truth, corresponding to the discourse of oppositions. The questioning of the modern
metanarratives must, however, entail calling into question the search for
universal truth based upon the division between 'hard' and 'soft' sciences, and the corresponding hierarchization of regimes of knowledges in
accordance with the differentiation between oppositions. It must also
question the belief in progressive and linear development, in relation to
which the development of scientific knowledge is believed to follow a
gradual and continuous developmental line of progress, described in
chronological stories of 'development-by-accumulation' (Kuhn, 1962).
The aim is to seek plurality and transformations of truth, and allow the
deconstruction of hierarchical divisions between oppositions such as
'hard' and 'soft' sciences, 'factual' and 'fictional' or 'objective' and
'subjective' knowledge, as has been done in postmodern research experimenting with narrative forms (see e.g. Lather & Smithies, 1997, and
Gergen, 2001). In other words, the objective is to call into question the
hierarchized world of opposites and the corresponding institutionalization of modern scientific and rational hierarchization so as to give way to
differences and the many voices.
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The Constitution of the Subject of Reason
The questioning of the hierarchization of knowledges and the correspending constitution of the subject of reason takes its point of departure
in Descartes' discovery of the 'cogito sum.' Descartes poses the question,
'what am I?' and in searching for answers he recognizes himself as the
subject who is doubting, and finding himself to be 'a thinking thing'
leads him to the dictum I think, therefore I am, in connection to which
Descartes constitutes the rational subject as unique, universal and
ahistorical. Descartes describes this journey the following way:
Examining with attention what I was, I saw that I could pretend that I
had no body and that there was no world nor any place where I was, but
that I could not pretend, on that account, that I did not exist; on the contrary, from the very fact that I thought about doubting the truth of other
things, it followed very evidently and very certainly that I existed (Descartes, 1993 [1637], p. 19).

In search for 'truth in the sciences', Descartes turns away from 'the
book of the world' and inwards, and then claims that, 'I cannot doubt
that I am the one who doubts.' Connected to the dictum I think, therefore
I am, Descartes concludes: 'I am a thinking thing; that is, a mind, or
intellect, or understanding, or reason' (ibid. pp.18, p.65). In his search
for 'absolute certainty' about the world as well as about the body, including both his own and the bodies of others, from which he has separated
himself, Descartes constitutes reason, the cogito as a transcendental
essence, which is to gain the true 'inner picture' of 'outer reality.' The
method he suggests is accordingly the method Of radical re#exivity (Taylor,
1989, p. 144). 'Reality,' then, presents itself in a way that truth becomes
evident through 'the long chains of reasoning' of the method of radical
reflexivity, in connection to which truth is constructed within the mind
rather than being empirical discoveries of a hidden reality 'out there' in
'the book of the world.'
The passion for wonder, according to which Descartes calls for
reflection upon all taken for granted truths, seems both encouraging and
important. However, Descartes constitutes simultaneously the dual
world of an 'external' world as opposed to an 'internal' world, and the
corresponding division of humans into a 'body' and a 'mind,' and this
becomes one of the founding acts toward the development of the mod-
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ern rational subject and the rational hierarchical order. The constitution
of the dualist world thus leads Cartesian rationalists and their cognitivist
successors to doubt the existence of the external world, and to claim that
individual rationalities are the original source of true knowledge.
The constitution of the dual world gives rise, in other words, to the
constitution of the scientific reason that gains knowledge about the world
(and the other) by objectifying it, while this subject turns 'inwards' and
takes the neutral observer's disengaged stance toward a world constituted as being 'outside.' Through the method of radical refexivity,
according to which direct (or inner) evidence is enough, the subject of
reason disengages from its everyday embodied experiences of being in
the world, and then objectifies and seeks to grasp the world in the way an
external observer would grasp them; namely, by taking a disengaged
perspective. Accordingly, it is the re#ective turn, in connection to which
direct evidence is enough, gained through the method of radical refexivity of the cognito that gives way to the subject of reason and the corre-

sponding institutionalization of modern sciences.
The paradox of this stance is how scientific reason gains 'direct evidence' of the world inasmuch as the world has been constituted as
'outside,' corresponding to the constitution of the dual model differentiating between mind and matter, and inner and outer. To realize our
immaterial being as reason involves our perceiving distinctly the ontological gap between mind and matter; but to 'see' this distinction requires that we disengage from our immediate embodied being in the
world, the natural attitude, in which objects are qualified by color or
sweemess or heat. In other words, from the disengaged stance we must
objectify both the world and our bodies, and see them mechanistically
and functionally in the same way that an uninvolved external observer
would do: rationalists argue, therefore, in favor of a disengaged objectivity that is founded on mechanistic presuppositions about the world,
according to which we must objectify our immediate first-personexperience of being in the world, by stopping living in or through it
(Taylor, 1989).
While calling into question the division between the subjective world
'in here' and the objective world 'out there,' phenomenology represents
one of the critical responses to the objectivist stance of rationalism to
which I want to draw attention insomuch as phenomenology may be
viewed as an important source in moving toward a deconstruction of the
objectivist world. Moreover, phenomenology is an important perspective
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within the psy disciplines - both to the traditional voice within these
disciplines, advocating for 'pure phenomenological descriptions of
subjective experiences' as well as to the cn'tical voices that also point to the
importance of subjective experiences - but at the same time calls into
question the hierarchized world of oppositions and the corresponding

construction of truth.

Objectivism in Question
Husserl calls into question the objectivist world of naturalism, in which
he includes rationalism as well as empiricism or sensationalism (Husserl,
1986, p.140), and according to which color, form, sound and smell do
not belong to the objective world but merely to the subjective world.
Husserl refutes the division of the world into objective versus subjective.
The world in which we live is a world with color, form, sound, smell,
taste and value; Husserl names this intuitively and immediate experienced world 'the world of the natural attitude' and later, the lived world
(Lebenswek). In arguing against the objectivist position of naturalism,
while emphasizing instead the lived world, Sartre remarks that Husserl
gives us back 'the world of the artists and the prophet, the lived world
with color, form, sound, smell, taste and value' (Sartre, 1947, p.17).
However, in the search for certainty, Husserl develops a transcendental
phenomenology in accordance with which he abandons the lived world by
'bracketing' the natural attitude whereby 'actual fact as such becomes
irrelevant' (Husserl, 1986, p.126). Husserl maintains that using the
common sense of the natural attitude, the world and objects in the world
exist prior to and independent of the subject. All theoretical and atheoretical experiences rest upon this immediate belief in the existence of a
transcendental world. In the search for certainty, Husserl proposes, in
contrast to this attitude, a method that is based on pure descr*tions of the
phenomenon; that is, that which appears as transcendental subjectivity.
Transcendental subjectivity is pure subiectivity, which Husserl takes to be
the transcendental (the necessaly) condition for having experiences in the
lived world: by returning to transcendental subjectivity, Husserl reaches
certainty through 'the phenomenological reduction,' epoch8, which is the
bracketing of the natural attitude; the setting aside or suspension of the
taken-for-granted everyday lived world perspective of our immediate
being in the world. Husserl writes:
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Focusing our experiencing gaze on our psychic life necessarily takes place
as reflection, as a turning about of a glance which has previously been
directed elsewhere. [...] So when we are fully engaged in conscious activity, we focus exclusively on the SpeCifiC thing, thoughts, values, goals, or
means involved, but not on the psychical experience as such, in which
these things are known as such. Only reflection reveals this to uS.
Through reflection, instead of grasping simply the matter straight-out we grasp the corresponding subjective experiences in which we become
"conscious" of them, in which (in the broadest sense) they "appear". For
this reason, they are called "phenomena," and their most general essential character is to exist as the "consciousness-of" or "appearance-of' the
specific things (Husserl, 1986, pp. 122-23).

After having bracketed the natural attitude, Husserl finds that 'being
conscious Of something' and 'being turned or directed' toward something
- called intentionality since Brentano - is the essential character of being
of conscious, and accordingly, the essential character of our experiences
in the lived world (ibid. p. 123). Husserl requires, therefore, that the
world as such is bracketed and that through the phenomenological
reduction, it is replaced by 'the world as it becomes known within
consciousness' (ibid. p.125).
The phenomenological refection seems in this Way to be a version of
Cartesian doubt insofar as Husserl turns consciousness from res extensa
to res cogitans, or objectivity to subjectivity, and accordingly declines
empiricism or 'sensationalism,' which, contrary to phenomenology, is the
science offacts. Empiricism becomes the science of facts insomuch as it
rests upon the mirror metaphor, referring to the positivist presupposition
about a 'positive existing universe of realities that are continuously
before us in unquestioned givenness' (ibid. p.130). Opposed to naturalists who examine the pre-scientific and pre-constructed empirical objects
of the natural world, Husserlian phenomenologists examine the object of
experience, the phenomenon, as it appears to the transcendental subjectivity while having turned objectivity to subjectivity (ibid. pp. 126-27).
Therefore, while objecting to the dual model of naturalism, according
to which the subjective world 'in here' and objective 'out there' are
separated, Husserl refutes the belief in the existence of an objective
world 'out there' which the mind, situated 'in here' can grasp or mirror.
Instead, he maintains that there are manifold modes of interpreting the
world, and that the world in which we live is always a subject-relative
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perspective of the world (Husserl in Zahavi, 1994, pp.91-93). Accordingly, phenomenologists uphold a symmetrical stance to knowledge,
arguing that 'true' and 'false,' 'right' and 'wrong' knowledge depends
upon that which 'passes for "knowledge" in society' (Berger and Luckmann, 1966, p.15). From this perspective, the world to-me is a particular
interpretation of the world that is an interpretation that is considered
'right' or 'wrong' only within a certain homeworld - the history and
sub/culture in which we are situated (in Zahavi, 1994, p.120).
In other words, phenomenology accentuates the socio-culturally constructed world in which we live and proposes therefore, that the focal
point of phenomenological research should be the subjective experienced
lived world. Accordingly, phenomenological researchers encourage us to
listen to the voices of those who might not otherwise be heard. The
emphasis on and respect for 'subjective experiences,' and the corresponding symmetrical stance toward knowledge is important to critical
psychiatry, as exemplified in Mosher's Inte,personal Phenomenolog. While
the voices of critical psychiatrists, and in particular Mosher, have been
important in the making of this project, we shall now explore the possibilities and impossibilities of the phenomenological approach. But before
doing so, we shalllisten to Anna's story.
A Glimpse of Anna's Story
I first came in contact with a psychiatrist when I was about 17 years old. I had

to talk about my childhood. It was very exhausting. Neither at that time did I
think it was summer outside. I was thinking too much. I couldn't be happy like
other young people, and I didn't think it was monde,ful grozoing up. I was withering away a little. It was also painful to see my parents, to see their grief because of me.

I sat there and looked out of the window while thinking 'what am I doing
here when I could go outside?' 77:inking that I would rather participate in the

life outside than having these serious talks with him, I thought 'what am I doing
in this tiny office when it's summer outside and I could be doing so many other
things'.
I have had some veg difticult experiences, experiences I would call shock
experiences. People around me were also drawn into the world, in which it was
difficult just to be Anna, and in which the fact that it was summer outside and I
could go to the beach became less important. This world was at one point so
dominating that there was no happiness or spontaneity left inside of me. So, I

jumped 'ouer there.'
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Feeling the extremes makes it difficult to be with other people and maybe
even to be with oneself sometimes, and to accept what has happened in one's life.
One is wounded at dWerent times in l(fe, and when these wounds suddenly break
open, there is no limit to how much space it takes up inside you. Suddenly there

was nothing to live for anymore. I will never recover from that. I could never
explain why it happened. It is not something you decide to do. It is a feeling of
powerlessness, which other people do not understand. They do not knoto how to
read the signs. I couldn't live anymore because there was nothing more to live
for. This is the greatest sorrow of my life and is one of the reasons I am here noto.

I was constrained. It is more than one year ago noto, but it's like a film that
begins again and again, and people around me are absorbed in, TI do not withdraw ;from them.

It was about self-destruction because you had not been listened to. No one
understood the pain. It was the only way of aying out for help. But it is not care
that you get afterwards, but anxiety. I saw the system's frightened reaction and
sensed other people's anxiety, and who is not afraid of 'that: It is only natural.
Even so it is painful to see other people's reaction. Compassion can be one of the
strongest and best feelings, but sometimes you can do without it. It would sometimes be easier.

When I am in that world I cannot be with others. I can barely be with myself. That is what you might call being depressed and powerless. I cannot let
others be part of that. I couldn't let others into such a painful world. I could not
do that to them. It must be confined to only myself. I did try to engage in dialogue with others, but I was misunderstood and it confused me. So when I am
sad, I sometimes protect myself by being angry, or I withdraw from others in
order to survive. If other people cannot help me anyway, then I tTy not to get too
Close to them. Also I am the one who has to cope with the pain, in one way or
the other. I am the one who has to see to that it does not happen again.
So, I am not always able to receive what others want to give me. It might
happen again that people will not understand me and that I will not understand
myself, that I will be subjected to what happened before. If that happens then I
risk being committed to the closed ward again. The experience of hauing been
committed to the closed ward still lives within me, as I am sitting here. I had to
compromise with some of the wishes I had in order to survive, and in order to
respect myself. You lose something inside, something that has broken down so
harshly that it sometimes seems unreal. Still, it is real. I have become aware that
there is a task in life that I have to be serious about before reaching enjoyment.
Since then I have not been able to engage socially unless with people who
know me and who are able to see the wounds inside of me. I have not been able
to meet with the worM outside and to make contact with people outside. Tliat is

one of the reasons why I wanted to talk with you. You are from the outside
world and thus not a part of my past experiences. I might, however, continue to
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have a strong pain in my eyes when I realize things. So sometimes I need to put
on my glasses so that I do not become to open.

subjectivist perspective, the focal point would be to try to understand Anna's being in the world, that is, her subjective experiences,
perceptions, and interpretations of the world and the other; the meaning
she gives to these experiences, and how she constitutes and communicates them in meaningful or meaningless ways (see Giorgi, 1975, 1985,
Holstein & Gubrium, 1994, Kvale, 1996). Situated within a 'total
institution' in which Anna has been constructed as 'schizophrenic' we
would, moreover, seek to understand especially the experiences she
refers to as 'shock experiences,' and 'extreme feelings' of 'pain, powerlessness, and depression,' so as to construct meaningful psy narratives.
These narratives will at the same time refect the subjective reality
constitutive and interpretive practices, as well as the essential structures
of the subject, being either sane and rational or insane and irrational. We
will, in other words, translate, re/construct the subjective experiences of
being in the world into meaningful narratives that can be understood
through reason, and meet the quest for linear and progressive story lines;
and we will believe that these narratives grasp the essence of the subject's
being in the world.
The narratives we re/construct, however, are not disengaged and objective; that is, they are not 'pure descriptions' insomuch as they are
always translations of situated and immediate understandings and
misunderstandings, and also include tacit understandings. They may
also be translations from speech into writing, and as such, in the making
of linear and meaningful stories, we always reduce the continuous
re/constructions of the unfolding of a manifold of stories in the subject's
being in the world. Moreover, constructions of categories, such as
'schizophrenia,' are always already folding into presuppositions about a
schizophrenic essence, according to which the subject's being in the
world and essential subjectivity is described in terms of psychotic fragmentation of perceptions, thoughts and speech, corresponding to a
fragmented and 'split' mind. In accordance with this, psy professionals

From

a

(some working from a descriptive phenomenological position, such as
Hemmingsen et al., 1994) construct fragmented stories revealing the
non-reason of the fragmented *schizophrenic' subject, which is then
presented in vignettes such as the following:
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The patient was walking down the street when he suddenly saw a dog raising its

paw, and insmndy he knew that he was going to die (Parnas in Hemmingsen et

al.,1994, p.60).
There were two women in the unit married to God; one also claimed to be a
samurai wanior. She walked around the unit with her arms stretched out before
her, trembling but stiff, occasionally holding an open plastic bag as if it were a
ritual offering. When she was distracted, her anns would drop dotun to her sides,
but at the end of the conversation they would rise again and she would continue
her tremulous sleepwalker's tread (Luhnnann, 2000, p. 123).

A patient

broke up with his gir#Hend a»r she had used hih bathrobe without
asking for his permission. The patient thought of this as an inexcusable invasion

of his bounda¥ies, which reveals his lack of common sense in social relations,
since zoe nonna#y would not think it was strange if the person we were sleeping
with used our bathrobe (Parnas in Hemmingsen et al., 1994, p.39).
77:e sounds are coming through me, but Ifeel my mind cannot cope with evelything. It's difficult to concentrate on any one sound. It's like trying to do ttuo or
three di#erent things at one time (McGhie and Chapman quoted in Rosenhan
and Seligman, 1984, p.374).

While having categorized Anna as schizophrenic, we would accordingly, if we were to create a similar vignette about her, focus on sentences such as, 'sometimes I need to put on my glasses so that I do not
become too open.' If we were to view these vignettes as relational and
situated, we would, however, seek to create meaningful stories about
neglect, sadness, loneliness, and feelings of disappointment in Anna's
relationships with others, from whom she may be trying to protect
herself while having experienced others as having difficulties understanding or even misunderstanding her being in the world.
Although some psy professionals use phenomenology to advocate for
pure non-situated descriptions (e.g. Hemmingsen et al., 1995), others
emphasize that phenomenology gives way to the construction of situated
stories and by refuting the objectivist position in this way, these authors
maintain the social construction of experiences, meanings, perceptions,
understandings, and interpretations (Berger and Luckmann, 1966).
Connected to the focus on how the subject makes sense of its being in
the world, corresponding to the focus upon subjective experiences,
perceptions and interpretations of the world and the other, the situated
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subject risks nonetheless becoming secondary to the concern for the
being in world of individualized subjects, says Gergen (1997, p.273).
The phenomenological mistake seems to be the transcendental reduction, according to which Husserl returns to the solitary subject of the
subjectivist position and the corresponding discourse of individualization, insomuch as he has bracketed the natural attitude in which we
believe our experiences, perceptions, and interpretations to be related to
the 'real' and 'objective' world. In other words, Husserl seems to return
to the solitary subject when he maintains:
The tracing back all being to the transcendental subjectivity, to the I,
consciousness, and conscious objectivity, and its constitutive intentional
functions,' and as a result, 'the 'world' is for us precisely that, the world
which is present to us (Husserl in Zahavi, 1994, pp. 130-40).

In this way, the reflecting subjectivity becomes identified with the object refected upon, or the act of consciousness with the object of consciousness, whereas the 'real' world and the 'real' other of the natural
attitude is reduced to the transcendental subjectivity. The solitude
transcendental subjectivity then becomes the center for all experiences,
perceptions, and interpretations and as such, consciousness is believed to
create the object of experiences. As Berger and Luckmann remark:
The reality of everyday life is organized around the 'here' of my body and
the 'now' of my present. This 'here and now' is the focus of my attention
to the reality of everyday life. What is 'here and now' presented to me in
everyday life is the realismus Of my consciousness (Berger and Luckmann,
1966, p.36).

In connection to the returning to the consciousness of the solitary
subject, according to which only the subject has direct access to and
knowledge of what goes on inside its mind, we have come to believe in
the importance of discovering ourselves; that is, to discover what goes on
and what is hidden inside. We uphold, therefore, the quest for introspection, which is an act of inward refectivity where the consciousness bends
toward and reflects upon itself, corresponding to the belief that the
essence of the subject is to be found inside and that it is through inner
refexivity that the subject will discover its essence and find answers to
the question what am L
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Due to the bracketing of the natural attitude in accordance with the
transcendental reduction, Husserlian transcendental phenomenology
may thus be viewed as a radicalization of the subjectivist position inasmuch as the gap between the 'objective world' and the 'subjective world'
seems to have widened rather than narrowed. In accordance with this
gap, the subject is situated in an absolute position of solitude, according
to which it inevitably transforms the world and others into a mirror of
itself and reduces both to what goes on within its own consciousness.
Latour refers to this as hyper-incommensurability (1991, p.58) and he does
so because the gap between the 'objective' and 'subjective' world leaves
the subject isolated from both the 'real' world and the 'real' others. In
other words, within the subjectivist position, we are trapped in the
problem of solipsism.

The Problem of Solipsism
The bracketing of the natural attitude and the corresponding transcendental reduction to transcendental subjectivity suspends our immediate
relatedness with the world and others. This 'proves the transcendental
subjectivity to be 'the sole absolute being',' Heidegger says, in that 'the
transcendental reduction to absolute subjectivity gives and secures the
possibility of grounding the objectivity of all objects (the Being of this
being) in its valid structure and consistency, that is, in its constitution, in
and through subjectivity' (Heidegger cited in Taylor, 1986, p.11). The
transcendental subjectivity becomes, in other words, the locus of certainty and truth, and the first principle from which everything else arises
and to which everything must be reduced and returned. Therefore, while
positioning the transcendental subjectivity as the absolute being, scholars
inscribed in the subjectivist position draw a distinction between the
everyday empirical world of the natural attitude (which includes the
everyday empirical subject) and the transcendental subjectivity, corresponding to a division of the subject into two separate selves, a bodily
self and

The

a

bodiless self.

in separate worlds - one in the public, external and physical world, and one in a private, internal and mental
world - in accordance with the construction of opposites, which includes
the separation between bodies and minds: 'I now know that even bodies
are not, properly speaking, perceived by the senses or by the faculty of
two selves live separate lives
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imagination, but by the intellect alone, and that they are not being
perceived through their being touched or seen, but only through their
being understood,' writes Descartes (1993, p.69). The body of the
subject is thus part of the outside world, whereas the mind is inside,
separated from the world and others and even its own body. Connected
to the construction of opposites, the subject of reason that is situated as
the ghost in the machine (Ryle, 1949) becomes trapped within its own
mind whereby the problem Of solipsism is intertwined with problem Of
intersubjectivity. This is the problem of how we can establish a relationship between an isolated subject, the world and others if we insist that
the subject's relation to the world and to others is mediated by and
derived from its relationship to itself. Or, trapped within the metaphors
of oppositions, such as inner and outer, the problem is how to give a
'good reason' for one mind to believe that other minds exist when the
one mind is only able to 'understand' what other bodies do, but not what
other minds do. In short, the question is, insofar as the subject of reason
is constructed as a bodiless gaze who is only observing from the inside
out, then how does this subject relate to the world and to others, when
only the gaze connects the two?
Since the subject of reason in accordance with the construction of
opposites is situated in this mysterious inner world, according to which
its relation to others is mediated by its relation to itself, then the only
way the subject can know about others seems to be through the method
of analogy. Using this method, the subject supposes that within the body
of the other there is a mind similar to its own, and the subject therefore
supposes that behind certain actions are mental activities similar to the
ones the subject itself would have if it were acting like it now observes
that the other body is acting. So according to this method, the subject
reasons: I know that I have a body, and knowing this, I assume that the
bodies of others, acting in ways that my body could act, have a consciousness, and thus thoughts, perceptions, and experiences like mine.
The subject therefore takes for granted that there is another consciousness 'behind' the actions that it is witnessing, and that this consciousness
has thoughts, perceptions, and experiences similar to the one it would
have if its body were acting similarly to the bodies of others. In other
words, the subject presumes others' experiences to be analogue to its
own experiences, while making interpretations of the observed behavior
of the others' bodies and relating these to the others' states of mind.
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The presupposition that the actions of other bodies correspond to
what goes on in the minds of these bodies falls apart, says Ryle, inasmuch as 'the premises for such assumption, transcendental subjectivity
being the absolute position, leaves the mind tangled up in its own subjectivity' (1949, p.60). Since 'absolute solitude being the ineluctable destiny
of the soul,' others remain outside the premises of the subjectivist position, and corresponding discourse of opposites, outside, and therefore the
subject 'cannot claim to be able to discover the individual characteristics
of others, or the particular things that they undergo and do', Ryle says
(ibid. p.15).
When we position ourselves as subjects of reason, we construct, nonetheless, endless interpretations about others and maintain these to base
our observation of the subjectivity of others (see Laing, 1961). We do so
even though, from the premises of the subjectivist position, we have no
'good reason' to presume that minds exist other than our own, or even
that our body or the body of others exists; from these premises we
cannot be certain that we connect with the 'real' world and the 'real'
other or ascertain if we are merely dreaming or having (de)illusions. We
cannot, in other words, be certain if we are really in the midst of the
world together with others or if these others are merely the workings of
our minds. Descartes thus said, 'Taking into account the fact that the
same thoughts we have when we are awake can also come to us when we
are asleep, without any of the latter thoughts being true, I resolved to
pretend that everything that had ever entered my mind was no more true
than the illusions of my dreams. But immediately afterwards I noticed
that, during the time I wanted thus to think that everything was false, it
was necessary that I, who thought thus, be something' (1993, pp. 18-19).
The epistemological problem linked to the problem of solipsism, in other
words, seems to be: how do we get outside our head and grasp the world
of the other?

We always-already Know
Setting up knowing the world as a relation between subject and object or
between human and the world - the problem of the subjectivist position
- in this way becomes how the subject knowing, now situated 'inside,'
comes out of its inner sphere and into another which is other and external. Heidegger writes:
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But when one asks for the positive signification of this 'inside' of immanence, in which knowing it is proximally enclosed, or when one inquires
how this 'Being inside' which knowing possesses has its own character of
Being grounded in the kind of Being which belongs to the subject, then
silence reigns. With this kind of approach one remains blind to what is
already tacitly implied even when one takes the phenomenon of knowing
as one's theme: namely, that knowing is a mode of Being of Dasein as

Being-in-the-world (1927, p.87-90).
Scholars inscribed in the subjectivist position, in other words, have
difficulties explaining how the subject gets outside itself, and how it
reaches and relates to the world and others inasmuch as the construction
of opposites, dividing the world in an inner private and an outer public
world, is intertwined with the assumption that there are two kinds of
existence - a material existence situated in space and time, and a mental
existence situated in time but not in space.14 While the reflexivity of a
transcendental subjectivity or the subject of reason determines the
subject's relation to the world and to others, the subject always remains
detached from both the world and others. The subject cannot overcome
its separation from the world and others because they are always reduced
to pure subjectivity; and maintaining, moreover, the sub/cultural perspective of interpretations, that is, interpretations to be interpretations
within a certain homeworld, the subject seems caught up in the interpretations of the particular sub/culture in which it lives. In this way, we
become sub/cultural monads, which leaves us, Gergen (1988) writes,
with the questions of'how anyone can ever reflect upon the sub/culture
in which they are situated and how anyone can understand other
sub/cultures: so, if no one can reflect upon their sub/culture, then how
do transgressions take place?'
The subjectivist position thus gives rise to various problems, and insofar as the hierarchization of society, which we seek to deconstruct, is
intertwined with the construction of the subject of reason and the corresponding construction of hierarchies of oppositions, we shall now turn to
scholars who try to overcome the subjectivist position and accordingly

the construction of oppositions, while still working from within a phenomenological framework of understanding; namely Heidegger, Sartre
and Bakthin who suggest a fundamental relatedness 'between' the world
and human beings, and 'between' human beings.

sBeing-in-the-World'

So trying to overcome the subject of reason, and the corresponding
construction of opposites, and thus trying to understand human subjectivity differently, Heidegger argues in Being and Time (1927) that beingin-the-world is the basic state of our everydayness. By this, Heidegger
maintains that the world is something we have always-already experienced and have always-already known. He notes:
When Dasein directs itself toward something and grasps it, it does not
somehow first get out of an inner sphere in which it has been proximally
encapsulate, but its primary kind of Being is such that it is always 'outside' alongside entities which it encounters and which belong to a world
already discovered ... in Dasein itself (1927, p.87-90).

In this way, Heidegger returns to the immediacy of our experience of
being in the world in relation to which knowing about the world is not
something that is constructed inside the subject, who then comes to know
about a world outside. Rather, the world and the subject are a 'unitary
phenomenon,' and therefore not a 'relation' between two separate
entities (1927, p.78). Trying to overcome the discourse of individualization in which 'relations' are built up from the more basic units of single
subjects, Heidegger illustrates the fundamental 'relatedness' by the use
of hyphens.15 While refuting in this way that we are spectators looking
from the inside out, we are better understood as Beings-in-the-world
whose knowing about the world is based upon our immediate engagement with it; we are Dasein (being-there). Since we are always-already
engaged in the midst of the world, the world is 'experienced concretely:
it is a world that is seen, heard, touched, and thought,' says Bakhtin
(1993, p.56). Like Heidegger, Bakthin calls attention to our concrete
relatedness to the world in accordance with which the world appears
through the use of things.
Heidegger terms the things we use ready-to-hand (zuhanden), which
are things that traditionally are viewed as the subjective 'thing-for-me,' as
opposed to present-at-hand (forhanden), which are things that traditionally
are viewed as the objective 'thing-in-itself.' While refuting the existence
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separate entities, ready-to-hand and present-at-hand, Heidegger

maintains 'everything [including 'nature'] is always already something
ready-to-hand not 'proximally' a 'world-stuff' that is merely present-athand' (1927, p. 118).
We have, then, a practical attitude toward the world, according to
which everything belongs to equipment (Zeug). This refers to the way we
first encounter things, in relation to which things are 'discovered'
through our practical use of or dealing (Umgang) with them (ibid.
pp.111-12). The detached spectatorial position of subjectivism is in this
way replaced by a position according to which we do not merely observe
and describe things, but encounter them as ready-to-hand in our ongoing use of, or dealing with them. Things or thinghood, like 'reality,' has in
this way no existence in itself. What we encounter is proximally hidden
and things are relatively given, and because of the pragmatic character of
things, the 'appropriate term for 'things' is that which one has to do with
in one's dealings' (ibid. p.96). Our use of things, in other words, is not a
cognitive act, but an act in which we put them to use in particular situations.

While pointing to the situational character of things, 'Taken strictly,
there 'is' no such thing as an equipment, because to the Being of any
equipment there always belongs a totality of equipment, in which it can
be what it is; something in-order-to use for in a certain way,' says Heidegger (ibid. p.97). This means that an object that is absolutely indifferent, a 'pure givenness,' cannot be something we actually become conscious of or actually experience, because 'when I experience an object
actually, I carry out something in relation to it: the object enters into
relation with that which is to-be-achieved, within my relationship with
that object, a certain living, concrete, and palpable (intuitable) onceoccurrence event,' Bakhtin says (1993, p.32).
In other words, 'Things' gain existence by being embodied in situations in which they are used in certain ways or in which they are constituted as in-order-to, ready-to-hands. In referring to the usability of
things, we do not first discover them and then describe or interpret them
as ready-to-hands. Their very use entails a relative understanding of the
situation, such as the situation of 'hammering' which itself uncovers the
specific 'usability or manipulability' of the hammer. So 'when a 'thing'
emerges, a totality of equipment has already been discovered' (Heidegger, 1927, pp.97-98), referring to things that do not exist in themselves
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and never show themselves for what they are, insomuch as they are
always already related to other things in a particular situation.
This practical stance toward the world entails that we are always
already 'outside ourselves in the world at the same time as the world is
inside of us;' and being always-already in the midst of the world, we are
at the same time always-already in a situation that we already understand
in a certain way 'as a situation appropriate to making certain moves'
(Cooper, 1990, p.72). Intentionality, then, is without subjectivity rather
than with subjectivity. Or, 'Consciousness is in the first place not a

matter of "I think that' but of 'I can,"

says

Merleau-Ponty (1945,

p. 137). Our being in the world is in this way athematic and prereflective, and accordingly, our understanding of the world emerges
spontaneously in connection with our engagement with it: situated in the
midst of the world, we forget about ourselves; we are anonymous, neither
centered nor decentered. In other words, being in the world does not imply
the Cartesian refective consciousness; this only emerges when our
immediate engagement and understanding with the world and others is
disturbed or disrupted in some way. Therefore, where Descartes investigated the consciousness, the 'cogitare,' or the 'ego' in relation to his
discovery of the 'cogito sum,' Heidegger suggests instead an existennal
analysis of the 'sum,' in which the focal point is the ontological question
of the Being of the 'sum' (the Being of Dasein), which Descartes, according to Heidegger, left undiscussed (Fl0istad, 1993).
But why, we may ask, should the 'sum' be of any interest? Because the
'sum,' Heidegger maintains, is the premise for cogito (1927, p.71). This
means that the objectification as an I-a subject, a person, or a consciousness, including the subject of reason presupposes the existence of
Being, and situated in the midst of the world, Being-there is before any
such objectification. Moreover, as Being-there, we are at the same time
Beings of acts, and since an act is never also an object, then the I is not an
object, no thinglike substantial 'thing of nature' (ibid. p.73).
Calling into question the essentialist position in this way, Heidegger
pronounces The essence Of Dasein lies in its existence (1927), and Sartre
alike, Existence precedes essence (1945), while maintaining that we do not
have the kind of being that belongs to things, and that we are nonsubstantial beings without a core or true self, which is laid down in
advance and therefore determining us to become any one particular
subjectivity. The characteristics of our being are therefore not 'properties,' but in each case possible ways of being. Since our 'existence pre-
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cedes our essence' we have, in other words, no-alibi in existence, but are
Being-free and therefore we are always already in the process of becoming, unfolding, or 'in the making.' Being-free does not, however, refer to
an absolute freedom insofar as we, as Beings-in-the-world, cannot be
separated from the world into which we are always-already thrown. We
are not merely thrown into pure existence: 'I am thrown into the world

of the worker, of a Frenchman, the world of a particular province that
offers me its meanings without I having done anything to disclose them'
(Sartre cited in Krause-Jensen, 1979, p.93). Freedom, in other words, is
situated, and Sartre therefore maintains, 'a theory about freedom, which
does not explain about alienation, to what extent freedom can be manipulated, put on the wrong track, and turned against itself; such a
theory may viciously cheat anyone who does not understand all the
implications of such theory, and who believes freedom walks by itself
(Sartre, 1976, pp.100). Being-free means, then, that we throw ourselves
into particular situations into which we have always-already been throzun.
The essentialist position, according to which the self is an ahistorical
and universal entity, is in this way called into question inasmuch as these
scholars maintain that we are no-thing, meaning that we have no advanced purpose, no essence, no substantial design or true inner self to be
realized, no given character of self, or any nature that allows us to characterize a self as any one subjectivity. Therefore, we can no longer claim
that once we have characterized somebody as a particular subjectivity we
have 'summed him up' and 'got to the bottom of him.' Any such objectifications are acts of dehumanization, Heidegger says (ibid. p.73). So even
if we can distinguish particular forms of life, particular subjectivities and
particular problems, these are not fixed subjectivities unfolding from
some inner truth about the subject living them, nor will they ever be the
'whole' of the subject. Opposing any attempts to define the subject as
any one subjectivity, in accordance with some kind of essence, substance, unity, identicalness, or something given, subjects are instead to
be understood as Beings of acts and participative selves who are always
already engaged in the midst of the world; therefore, Bakthin says, 'All
attempts to force one's way from inside the theoretical world and into
actual Being-as-event are quite hopeless. The theoretically cognized
world cannot be unclosed from within cognition itself to the point of
becoming open to the actual once-occurrent world' (1993, p.12). Bakthin objects in this way to Kantian cognitivism while maintaining, 'The

discovery of an a pdoii

element in our cognition did not open a way out
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from within cognition, i.e., from within its content/sense aspect, into
historically individual, actual cognitional act [...] there is no way of
getting out from within its content/sense aspect and into the ought and
the actual once-occurrence event of Being. All attempts to surmount from within theoretical cognition - the dualism of cognition and life, the
dualism of thought and once-occurrent concrete actuality, are utterly
hopeless' (ibid. pp.6-7). Uniqueness or singularity, then, is not something that is thought of, but rather something that can only be participatory experienced through the subject's engagement with being in the
world with others. Sartre objects in a similar manner to the imprisonment of the subject of the subjectivist stance, while saying:
For

most philosophers, the Ego is an 'inhabitant' of consciousness. Some
is formally present at the heart of our experiences as
an empty principle of unification. Others psychologists, for the most

of them state that it

-

part - claim they can discover its material presence, as a center of desires
and acts, in every moment of our psychical life. I should to maintain that
the Ego is neither formally nor materially in consciousness: it is outside in
the world; it is a Being-in-the-world, like the Ego of the Other' (1936,
p. 13).

So, situated in the midst of the world, Being-free and having no essence or substance, 'my own uniqueness or singularity, which should not
be confused with unity or identicalness, is both that which is given and
that which iS yet to be achieved by me' (Bakthin, 1993, p.41). Our being

is therefore one of 'care' (Sorge), which means that we 'care for our
lives,' that we are beings to whom the kind of life to be lived matters, to
whom life is an 'issue,' and as such we are always-already 'ahead-ofourselves' and always-already directed toward the future (Heidegger,
1927, p.236-37; similar to Kierkegaard's use of 'Existence'). Heidegger
continues:
Deprive human beings of the capacity to care, to be directed toward the
future, the "event-ness" of it being as an ongoing event; and we are left
with a being who might have difficulties living at all; because he will be
stripped of his relationship to his own future and to the world and other
people (1927, p.237).
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The Circularity between' Self and The Other
Sartre maintains that 'consciousness has no 'inner,' but exists only
outside itself,' and being-there, we are always already situated in the
midst of the world, and therefore 'it is not in solitude we shall discover
ourselves but in the middle of the road, in the city, in the midst of the
crowd, as one human among humans' (1947, pp. 16-18). In this way,
there is an always already relatedness 'between' the subject's world
(Eigenwelt), the natural world (Umwelt) and the social world (MitwelO,
and consequently, our care for our life always already includes the other
for whom we have 'solicitude,' says Heidegger (1927, p.237). We are, in
other words, being-with others. 'Thus there is no dialectic for my relations
toward the Other but rather a circle and we can never get outside the
circle,' Sartre says (1943, p.363): therefore, he continues, 'If the Other is
to be a probable object (not an object but a "presence in person") and
not a dream of an object, then his object-ness must of necessity refer not
to an original solitude beyond my reach, but to a fundamental connection in which the Other is manifested in some way other than through
the knowledge which I have ofhim' (ibid.)
The mistake of the subjectivist position lies accordingly in believing in
the existence of a separate existence, a consciousness which would be
behind the subject's engagement in the midst of the world and according
to which *the problem of Others has been treated, as is the primary
relation by which the Other is discovered is object-ness; that is, as if the
Other were first revealed to our perception [consciousness]. But since
perception intentionality always already refers to something other than
to itself, its essence, then, must be to refer to a primary relation to the
world as well as to others. This relation, in which the Other must be
given to me directly as a subject, although in connection with me, is the
fundamental relation. Therefore, it is in the reality of everyday life that
the Other appears to us, and his probability refers to everyday reality. In
everyday reality there is therefore an original relation to the Other' (ibid.
pp.252). So refuting the transcendental subjectivity that lives in solitude
apart from the world implies that we are not rational gazes who discover
that others exist so much as we are always already situated in the midst
of the world with others.
Situated in the midst of the world we are, in other words, immediately
being-with others for whom we have always already some understanding,
-

-
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insomuch as understanding others is part of our being-with, and at the
same time our understanding of ourselves is folded into our being-with
others. Consequently, says Sartre, 'others becomes hell if the relationship
is destroyed. Why? Because others are the most important for our understanding of ourselves (ibid. p.285; this is also the theme in Huis clos,
1944), and therefore, 'I need the mediation [involvement; engagement]
ofthe Other in order to be what I am,' Sartre says (ibid. p.289).
Insofar as the construction of self and accordingly our understanding
of ourselves are folding into relationships with others, we may emphasize
the relational perspective by arguing that in understanding the self as
relational, we must 'place relationships in the central position occupied
by the individual self.' The idea of the individual self as an autonomous
agent must therefore be replaced by immersed interdependence,' correspending to the relational construction and reconstruction of self. Consequently, the idea of individuals as the fundamental unity of society, in
connection with which relationships are mere byproducts of interacting
individuals, must be given up (Gergen, 1991, pp.146-47).
So instead of understanding Anna - what she says and what she does
- as the working of an enclosed subjectivity, we must avoid any essentialist idea of the self as something given and understand her relationally.
This means that we must understand the self as always already situated
in particular situations and in particular relationships; from this perspective, we may therefore emphasize Anna's wish to participate in relationships outside the institution in which she is situated, instead of focusing
on seemingly meaningless sentences out of context and creating meaningless vignettes out of these. Anna thus says:
You're reflected in the people surrounding you and if there are too many tragic
fates, like here, then you come to believe that's life.

... You realize that life is

more than that when you »d out that there are people on the outside who are
satisfied with life; when you meet people, get to knoiu about their lives, and their
points of viao, you become happier, because you then knott, that you're not that
difficult to be with after all. Life becomes bigger, because you too, start dreaming

of a more satisfying life. So, it's important that you have the opportunity to
reflect yourself in people on the outside.
I cannot always cope with the conversations here. I'm tired of knotoledge.

You can focus so much on the pain that you become the pain. You sometimes
need another focus. Being here you are naked both when being with yourself and
being with others. It's this nakedness that makes me want to be with others from
the outside, with whom I can feel more fully dressed, and with whom I can en-
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gage in a different kind of relationships and with whom I can get to knozo new
parts of myself, but with whom I can also just be alive. ... It's easier to just be

together token talking to somebody who doesn't know you, because it doesn't
evoke the same feelings, and because you're looked on ;from the outside.... (We

shall return to this part of Anna's story in chapter 3)

The relational understanding of self gives way to other possible understandings of self inasmuch as new relationships may give way to alternative subjectivities, that is, subjectivities different from the one subjectivity
of which the self is constructed - Anna - and constrained to while
situated in an institution. Since self and other are always already engaged
in the communal creation of the self, the other, and the relationship, and
since the self requires the other, we must always take into account the
relationship with the other 'with whom self-identity is actualized,' Laing
says, and he continues:
Even an account of one person cannot afford to forget that each person is
always acting upon others and acted upon by others. The others are there
also. No one acts or experiences in a vacuum. The person whom we describe, and over whom we theorize, is not the only agent in his 'world'. How
he perceives and acts toward the others, how they perceive and acts towards him, how he perceives them as perceiving him, how they perceive
him as perceiving them, are all aspects of'the situation' (1961, pp.81-2).

From a relational perspective then, insofar as 'every relationship implies a definition of self by other and other by self' (ibid. p.86), then at
the same time as we are making meaning in one of various possible ways,
we give direction and delimit the array of potential understandings of
ourselves and others. The immediate relatedness between self and other
can thus be understood in connection to the making of meaning.

The Making of Meaning/lessness
The making of meaning has traditionally originated from within the
individual 'mind-in-the-box,' and to be passed on via words and actions
from inside one individual self to other individual selves outside. In other
words, it is assumed that language and actions are reflections of inner,
private and maybe unconscious processes, and accordingly the other
becomes someone 'I cannot know from the inside.' But if singularity and
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relatedness are immediate and simultaneously created, we must then
refuse to talk about the individual mind as the beginning in the making
of meaning, and maintain that from a relational stance, the making of
meaning is the simultaneous folding of the self, the other, and the situation.

Consequently, the words we use to understand ourselves and others
as particular subjectivities are not entirely our words insomuch as our
understanding is always already embodied in particular situations and
particular relationships - and discourses - in which we are involved and
in which only particular meanings and subjectivities are possible. Subjective 'wrongs' then, are relational and distributed and as such it makes
sense that Anna believes in the possibility of alternative subjectivities if
she involves herself in new relationships with people from 'the outside'
inasmuch as these are not participating in the construction and reconstruction of the words and knowledges she is offered inside the institution. In this way, we make use of others' understandings in our understanding of self, because, as Bakhtin notes:

The word in language is half someone else's. It becomes "one's own"
only when the speaker populates it with his own intention, his own accent
[...] Prior to this moment of appropriation the word does not exist in a
neutral and impersonal language [...], but rather it exists in other people's mouths, in other people's contexts, serving other people's intentions: it is from there one must take the word, and make it's one's own
(Bakhtin, 1981, pp.293-94).

Since the subject is always already in relational standing with others,
there can be no beginning or original source from which meaning begins;
rather, there is a circularity of the making Of meaning. Therefore, meaning
is not created in a simple cause and effect, back and forth, or action and
reaction scheme, but in circulative communal processes with no beginnings and no endings. In this circularity, the self, the other and the
situation are continuously constructed and reconstructed in one and the
same movement. What is said and done are supplements to the present,
past and anticipated future meaning making, which means that our
potential for meaning making in the present relationship depends on our

previous engagement in a range of relationships, some of which might
govern part of our present making of meaning. Gergen, the constructionist voice, may therefore add, 'Previous patterns of meaning making come
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to partake in present relationships, just like our present relationships
participate in the continuous construction and reconstruction of our past
patterns of making of meaning' (1999, pp.130).
The making of meaning in present relationships becomes, to a certain
extent, reflections of past relationships. This is not to say that the present
is determined by the past; rather, 'in each new relationship, one's understanding of self bears a metaphoric relation to one's past self - a translocation of the self from a previous context to a novel context, in which
earlier actions, now partly repeated, acquire new meaning' (Gergen,
1997, p.270). So when Anna participates in relationships outside the
institution, she will be given the possibility of alternative subjectivities
insofar as both her present and past life may be understood differently,
because in every new relationship we may 'come to be aware that each
truth about ourselves is a construction of the moment, true only for a
given time and within certain relationships' (Gergen, 1991, p.16).
While being always already directed to the future, future relationships
are also involved in present relationships in that we, in our present
relationships, patch together pieces of past, preceding and anticipated
future relationships. Granting importance to the past as well as to the
future, the making of meaning then, is an ongoing progressive-regressive
process that has no beginnings and no endings and is without agency in
that we act pre-reflexively and are always already slightly overtaken by
the making of meaning.
In each relationship and each situation, there is nonetheless always
already a sharing of particular meanings, according to which our answers
are pushed toward certain answers considered more meaningful than
others. We cannot choose just any answer we please insofar as our
answers are always already directed by both those whose answer it and
those for whom it is meant. Each of our answers then, follows and will
be followed by other answers, and each answer is created and recreated,
dependent and constrained by what precedes it and is anticipated to
succeed. This does not mean, however, that our answers are closed up
around one particular meaning. Rather, they are open to continuous
processes of re/construction of meaning, and accordingly, re/construction
of self through future answers. In short, if the making of meaning is kept
open, then our understanding of ourselves will be re/constructed in the
simultaneous folding with particular and concrete relationships and
situations. Meaning becomes then, the outgrowth of ongoing circulating
processes between the self, the other and the situation, in which any
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word we voice is new and at once it has always already been voiced by
someone else, because 'Each word always already tastes of the context in
which it has lived its socially charged life,' as Bakhtin writes (1981,
p.293). Once again, the constructionist voice may add that insofar as we
cannot maintain the traditional view of language as outer expression of
inner reality, 'language is inherently a form of relatedness,' which implies
that language is derived from 'coordinated effort in relationships.'
Words, then, carry no meaning in themselves and therefore it makes no
sense to reduce the self to mere speech, such as a system of 'schizophrenic speech,' according to which the language used by the self is
studied as a system with its own internal logic, its own metaphors,
grammar, phonemes, syntax and the like (Rosenbaum, 1998, for example, makes such a reduction). Language is relational and therefore
'words only gain meaning through their use in relationships' (Gergen,
1991, p. 157).
Since language is relational 'a word is a bridge thrown between myself
and another. If one end depends on me, then the other depends on my
addressee,' Voloshinov says, and therefore, 'the speaking of words is a
living social process in which every word expresses the 'one' (addresser)
in relation to the 'other' (addressee)' (in Shotter & Billing, 1998, p. 15).
We can, however, fail to respond to what the other says; by not paying

attention, not listening, not being interested, or by only hearing our own
voice. The other might be embarrassed, puzzled, angry, or sad insofar as
our inattention makes her/his words seem meaningless.
Laing, in Sdfand Others (1961), describes situations in which there is
a lack of supplement, or in which the supplementation distorts and
negates what the other says and does, and thus the other as a self. These
are situations such as double-bind, which are situations robbed of meaning and in which, Laing says, 'the 'victim is caught in a tangle of paradoxical injunctions, or of attributions having the force of injunctions in
which s/he cannot do the right thing' (p. 144). Double-bind situations
result, therefore, in 'untenable positions' where the victim cannot make a
move without doing/being wrong. Laing gives the following example of
such situation:
A mother visits her son who has just been recovering from
breakdown. As he goes toward her:
• she opens her arms for him to embrace her, and/or
• to embrace him.

a

mental
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As she gets nearer she freezes and stiffens.

• He stops irresolutely.
• She says, 'Don't you want to kiss your mummy?' - and as he still
stands irresolutely
•
she says, 'But dear, you mustn't be afraid of your feelings'
He responds to her invitation to kiss her, but her posture, freezing, tension, simultaneously tell him not to (1961, p. 146).

In double-bind situations, the failing meaning might push toward a
situation in which what the victim says and does comes to seem meaningless, or maybe even irrational and insane. Contrary to answers that
occur within a context of other answers, where each answer becomes
meaningful, words that are not supplemented or are paradoxically
supplemented become words without context and therefore meaningless;
the bridge between the self and the other is shattered. The victim of such
situations is most likely to be silenced due to the other's refusal to an-

swer meaningfully and thus to partake in the making of meaning. As
shown by Laing, in the circularity of meaning making, we answer, not
only to what is said and done, but also to what is left unsaid and left
undone. We thus notice bodily re/actions, gestures, facial expressions,
approval and disapproval, and our answers encounter these just as our
own answers entail bodily reactions, gestures, and so on. About our tacit
understanding, Bakthin writes; 'we sensitively catch the smallest shift in
intonation, the slightest interruption of voices in anything of importance
to us in another person's practical everyday discourse. All those verbal
sideward glances, reservations, loopholes, hints, thrusts do not slip past
our ear, are not foreign to our lips' (1984, p.201).
Even though we might be unable to articulate what is left unsaid and
undone in any explicit way due to our understanding being immediate,
pre-reflexive and anonymous, and without agency, we are nevertheless
always already 'acutely aware of whether the other's motions are, so to
speak, 'in tune' or 'at odds' with ours. And in our sense of their attunement or lack of it, we can sense their attitude to uS as intimate or distant,
friendly or hostile, deferential or arrogant, and so on,' Shotter and
Billing (1998, p.23) remark.
In the making of meaning/lessness we can, in other words, supplement what the other says and does in various ways, and each of our
supplementations grants different meaning/lessness to what the other
says and does, and accordingly to her/his understanding of self. It is,
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therefore, not ultimately under the control of the self whether the self
makes sense or not. Rather than being a subjective achievement, the
making of meaning/lessness is a relational achievement, and accordingly,
the self may participate in relationships that create a confused and
unbearable sense of self, such as relationships where the self is offered
what Laing (1961) describes as 'reciprocally canceling identities,' which
makes no sense due to 'intolerable dissonances of reciprocally canceling
identities mapped onto self, by self and others':
Contradictory or paradoxical identities, conveyed explicitly or implicitly
by attributions and injunctions or other means, may not be recognized as
such, either by self or by the others. 'One injunction may be for collusion,
although collusion may be impossible. Collusion may consist in not recognizing that there is an injunction for collusion, and not recognizing that
the enjoined collusion is not possible. In that case one finds oneself not
simply in conflict, but in such confusion that one does not know what the
confusion is about, and does not know that one does not know that one is
confused. Confusion and doubt may be generated by others who offer
identities complementary to their identities, feasible if spread out between
a number of people but non-compossible as a set in one person' (1961,
pp.87-88).

Relational Alienation
While understanding the self relationally, that is the folding of the self,
the other and the situation, the essentialist idea of the self, as mentioned,
is called into question. Even so, scholars within the phenomenological
position, such as Laing and Sartre, still use notions such as 'alienation'
as well as 'authenticity' and 'inauthenticity.' This seems to be a returning
to the idea of a coherent self insomuch as the use of such concepts leads
to one thinking that being non-alienated and authentic is preferable to
being inauthentic, and that the former is a more 'real' human than the
latter. The idea of an authentic self is, Bakthin writes, 'one that is adequate to true intentions and true human expressions as opposed to the
unordered and brute heteroglossia of life' (1981, p.397). These concepts, however, might still be useful if we bear in mind that any subjectivity is continuously re/constructed, corresponding to the maxim 'existence precedes essence.' We might thus use alienation in order to understand situations in which the subject is narrated as someone 'alien' to its
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understanding of itself, such as situations where the subject is forced
back onto itself and singled out as a particular subjectivity; or situations
in which the subject is presented with 'intolerable dissonances of reciprocally canceling identities.' So refuting any essentialist idea of self,
according to which we cannot possess an authentic self, alienation
cannot be an individual matter but must be relational or situational alienation. In the case of'the insane situated inside an institution,' alienation
therefore entails that the immediacy of the subject's relationship with
others is reduced to a relation between 'a diagnosis' and 'the subject of
knowledge,' or 'the clinical gaze' that observes a diagnosis without a
subject. In other words, relational alienation involves the relationship
between self and other being reduced to an instrumental relationship
between a subject and an object, corresponding to which the self is
reduced and constrained to a particular subjectivity: we may use alienation like this, that is, if we prefer not to give up the use of such notions
altogether.

Something is Missing
While declining the split between subject and object, human and world,
scholars like Heidegger, Sartre and Bakhtin get the mind out from inside
the box (Heidegger, 1927, p. 87), and reconnect us with the world and
the other. The world and the other are no longer outside, merely gazed at
from the inside of a transcendental subjectivity, within which the world
and the other according to the subjectivist position is constituted. Rather
than merely gazing at the world and the other at a distance, we are
always already immediately and pre-refectively engaged in the midst of
the world with others and directed toward the future. The world iS thus a
lived world and experienced pre-refectively and participatively, just like
the other. However, even though these scholars have taken a step toward
the deconstruction of the discourse of oppositions, and of the deessentialization and denaturalization of subjects, insomuch as they have resituated us in the midst of the world with others as Beings-in-the-world,
Beings of act, Being-free, and Being-with, still, something seems to be
missing - and that is the 'real' world. The 'real world,' to some extent,
seems to have been abandoned inasmuch as the world is reduced to a
pure human world. Bakhtin thus writes that the world is 'given to me,
from my unique place in Being, as a world that is concrete and unique.
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For my participative, act-performing consciousness, the world is an
architectonic whole and arranged around me as, around that sole center
form which my deed issues or comes forth: I come upon this world,
inasmuch as I come forth or issue from within myself in my performed act
or deed of seeing, of thinking, of practical doing' (1993, pp.56-57). The
world in this way is arranged around a concrete center, and 'this center,'
Bakhtin continues, 'is the human being: everything in this world acquires
Significance, meaning, and value only in correlation with man - as that
which is human - everything must be correlated with human being, must
become man' (ibid. p.61). The world is, in other words, essentially
human.

Though these scholars, due to their return to the immediacy of our
relation to the world, have given us back the world lived-in, 'before it
cools and hardens in the analysis of natural theories,' defining the world
as essentially human, they seem nonetheless to maintain the split between 'the world of nature' and 'the world of humans,' and to give
priority to the latter insomuch as this is the world that is the focal point
in phenomenological studies (Heidegger, 1927, pp.91). Heidegger refers
to this human world as the 'presupposed world,' which is the world that
has already been presupposed when, for instance, scientists talk about
'the natural world or the world 'in itself.'
The theoretical scientific world rests, in other words, upon the practical everydayness of the world, or the worldhood of the world, in which we
always already have relative assurance of the world. Thus, the world we
live in is understood practically before it is explained theoretically. In
connection to this, these scholars refuse the bracketing of the natural
attitude, and accordingly the subjectivist reduction, to transcendental
subjectivity, but maintain, however, the split between a 'natural' and a
'cultural' world. The 'real' world risks, therefore, being reduced to a
mere extension of humans and accordingly, to be left in a pure 'natural
world' that can only be studied by 'mathematical natural scientists,' as
Heidegger suggests (ibid. p.92).
These scholars seem, in other words, to uphold a division between
culture and nature, between a human world and a nonhuman world,
corresponding to a division between 'hard' and 'soft' sciences, in connection to which nonhumans have no existence, except in my use, which
leaves the 'real' world to 'nature' and to 'natural' scientists. Consequently, we cannot know how nonhumans participate in the human
world, that is, the relationship between humans and nonhumans, and
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therefore we cannot hope to deconstruct the hierarchical oppositions
between human and nonhuman. In order to move further toward the
deconstruction of the hierarchies of oppositions, we need therefore to
include the world that has been placed outside the humanized world
while thought to be all 'material' and 'natural' (see e.g. Michael, 1996,
and Lykke & Braidotti, 1996, Harraway, 2003). Furthermore, insofar as
the crisis of modernity is viewed as the decline of the rationalist discourse, we must deconstruct the subject of reason, which entails a
deconstruction the modern vision of science inasmuch as the processes
of re/construction must involve research, whether qualitative or quantitative, soft or hard. Scientific rationalities must, in other words, be viewed
as beings-in-the-world engaged in the world of humans and nonhumans,
and as such, as always already participating in the re/construction of the
'facts' of their research, and not merely as neutral observers who objectively describe the subjective lived world of the other, or any 'natural'

phenomenon.

Subjects of Difference

The deconstruction of hierarchies of oppositions implies the decline of
the rationalist discourse and the corresponding rational subject while
aiming at deconstructing any essentialist vision of the subject. We need,
in other words, to decline any form of fixed subjectivity so as to release
the subject from the limits and dominance of essentialist discourses and
to give way to alternative versions of subjectivity.
Accordingly, the postmodern death of the subject refers to the refusal to
become and retain any kind of subjectivity in accordance with which the
subject is forced back upon itself unto a fixed subjectivity. The consequence of the missing essence is, therefore, as Foucault says, 'linked to
the practice of creativity and not authenticity,

which mean

that rather

than discovering ourselves we create ourselves as a work of art' (1983,
p.237). So, deprived of the modernist markers of subjectivity, we no
longer discover who we are and what we are, insofar as we are always
already in the act of creating ourselves; not as solitary individuals, but as
sat1irazed subjecrs situated in the midst of the world of humans and nonhumans (Gergen, 1991, 1994, Michael, 1996). In this way, we are not
individuals divided from the world and others, free to reconstruct ourselves in any way we want, but situated in the midst of the world with
both humans and nonhumans. The refusal of any essentialist visions of
the subject is connected to an emphasis On the equal right of any subject
to have a voice and to be different, and we therefore maintain that the
subject is always already saturated by dtgerence. We must, in other words,
refuse to become and remain any fixed subjectivity so as to give way to
the postmodern subjects of difference.
Braidotti (1994, 1998) suggests these subjectivities should be under-

stood as hybrid sub'ectivities, such as her nomad subjects (1994), and
Haraway's cyborgs (1991). These are subjectivities in continuous processes of hybddization, and as such they are complex and shifting. While
using the nomad as a figuration of the (postmodern) subject, Braidotti
says that 'being a nomadic subject means to be in transit,' and being a
hybrid, the nomad is 'a mythic figure, a political fiction, a figuration of a
situated, culturally differentiated understanding of the subject' (1998,
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p.8-10), corresponding to which 'feminist nomadism marks the specific
political position that favors multiplicity, compkxity, anti-essentialism and
antiracist aiming to undo the hierarchic power structures that sustain the
dialectical oppositions of the sexes, while respecting diversity of human
beings and the multiplicity within each human being' (Braidotti, 2002a).
The deconstruction of the essentialist and substantial versions of the
subject - of the psychological, biological or cultural/historical kind - thus
entails the replacement of the modern vision of self with a vision of the
subject that is decentered and continuously unfolding while being always
already situated in a shifting world of humans and nonhumans. Insofar
as we give up any fixed subjectivity in accordance with which we possess
an identifiable and knowable essence to which we must remain true, and
which, then, can be grasped, described and explained once and for all,
the question is no longer a essentialist one, not a question of 'who am I?'
or 'who is s/he?' but rather, a cn'tical one in connection to which we ask
instead: how is the subject constructed as one particular and fixed
subjectivity such as sane/insane, rational/irrational, man/woman,
white/black? and who is entitled to construct such subjectivities? The
calling into question of any fixed subjectivity thus leads to questions
about entitlement, according to which we ask: who is authorized to claim
authority and to speak on behalf of the other?
The deconstruction of hierarchical oppositions and the corresponding
refusal of all kinds of essentialism imply, in other words, calling into
question the entitlements of the rational subject who constructs the
norms, the truths, and the knowledges, which we have come to think of
as natural and universal and which, Braidotti (1998) says, 'posits rational, maleness as universal and irrational, femaleness as difference.'
Insofar as the deconstruction of hierarchical oppositions entails a deessentialization and denaturalization of the norms, truths, and knowledges
we have come to believe as natural, we thus avoid the exclusion of those
constructed as other while stressing that the truths about whom and
what the subject is, is relative. We stress, in other words, the necessity to
resist any dominant ways of objectifying, categorizing, and classifying the
subject by relativizing all subjectivities. This implies relativizing the
objectifications of the subject constituted within the psy disciplines insomuch as these disciplines have been important forces in the discourses of
essentialization, individualization, and naturalization (see Rose, 1996).
Within these disciplines, the human subject is believed to possess a
coherent and identifiable 'character,' 'personality' or 'identity,' envi-
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sioned as an essence that is psychologically or culturally constructed, or
given biologically. On the basis of essentialist assumptions, psy rationalities accordingly take for granted an inner world of emotions, intentions,
motives, thoughts, or genes, and have constituted these as powerful
forces in the subject's life in connection to the normal-abnormal dichotomy. The division of the subject according to a mind-body dichotomy is
thus supplemented with a normal-abnormal dichotomy, corresponding
to which the subject of reason has constituted norms for subjective
experiences, perceptions and interpretations, while maintaining the idea
of a solitarian individuality.
The subject of reason has in this way gained a dominant position in
the hierarchized world due to the dominance of the rationalist discourse,
and the makings of these rationalities therefore to a large extent remain
unquestioned. Consequently, we have come to believe that the practices
of psy rationalities, and the corresponding constitution of a vocabulary of
incapacities or deficits, presents us with what is true about the human
subject; accordingly, we expect psy rationalities to know about normalabnormal subjectivities as well as normal-abnormal thoughts, intentions,
hopes, feelings, and desires, in accordance with the mind/body and
normal/abnormal dichotomies. Scientific psy rationalities have, in other
words, gained a dominant position in our everyday lives inasmuch as
scientific truths understandings, practices, descriptions, and explanations - have been socialized into our everyday understandings of ourselves and others. Consequently, we use psy language and knowledge to
make sense of ourselves and others, even though many of the categories
of this language were constructed long ago in order to describe, understand and explain subjects situated in societies of the past, quite different
from societies of the present (see Dencik, 1995). So, constituted as a
universal and scientific language, psy rationalities continually
re/construct the truths about the fixed subjectivities of the psy disci-

plines, set in a normal-abnormal dichotomy, and they do so without
questioning the presupposition of the existence of such subjectivities.
The uncritical re/construction of scientific truths seems to be connected to the modern obsession to search for certainty and to construct
scientificity, according to which scientific rationalities tend to neglect the
fact that scientific truths are the outgrowth of particular discursive
practices and are based upon particular preconstructed objects. In view
of this, the subject of reason within the psy disciplines, or the 'clinical
gaze' (Foucault, 1963) comes to take for granted the preconstuctions
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that have been constructed within the discursive practices of these
disciplines, and psy rationalities therefore talk unproblematically about
particular subjectivities, motives, beliefs, interests, feelings and thoughts,
according to which they (and we) objectify those who think, intend,
hope, feel and desire differently than they are 'supposed' to as intellectually, emotionally and socially abnormal (see Danziger, 1997). Therefore,
the deconstructive questioning of the subject of reason must imply the
disclosure of discursive practices exercised by scientific rationalities, and
accordingly, we must call into question the scientific truths that appear
to be both neutral and independent, and which have been socialized into
the whole social body; our everyday understandings of ourselves and
others, and in accordance with which we have come to act upon ourselves and others. In other words, the postmodern project involves a
deconstruction of the rationalist discourse and the corresponding scientific rationalities in connection to which the human subjects in the
'sciences of man' are constituted as fixed subjectivities within the rational
institutions of modernity, and within which a continuously expanding
number of private problems and forms of lives are constructed as scientific problems. The postmodern questioning seeks in this way to reveal
the historicity and relativity of the scientificity of these disciplines by
revealing that what we have come to take as scientific facts about the
human subject are better understood as constructions of particular
discourses, or, Haraway suggests, "such 'facts' are more appropriately
considered collective myths' (1991, p. 11, see also Gergen, 1999, pp.57).
The importance of the makings of scientific rationalities is thus not
that they have discovered the truth about the human subject, nor that
they tell the truth about who and what we are, but rather, that they are
believed to do so due to their dominant position within the hierarchized
world. So in order to give way to alternative subjectivities - the subjects
of difference - we must rid ourselves of the essentialist discourses and
accordingly, of any coherent group of subjectivity such as mentally ill,
gender, race and so forth, which have become naturalized preconstructions within the discourse of science. We must therefore view all subjectivities as relative, even if these constructs are Of the kind that construct
reality, as Haraway says (ibid. p. 139). This implies the refusal to focus
upon individualized and non-situated subjects, and therefore the refusal
to understand, interpret and explain stories - such as Anna's story, or the
stories of the other participants - by referring to any particular subjectivity, according to which the subject possesses a fixed essence, constructed
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psychologically or culturally, or given biologically, with distinct motives,
feelings and thoughts, or genes. While re-situating the subject in the
midst of the world with both humans and nonhumans, our focal point is
the discursive practices in which the subject's stories is entangled, and
corresponding to which knowledge - as well as cognitive and emotional
processes - is better understood as 'situated knowledge' (Lave &
Wenger, 1991).
The deconstruction of any fixed subjectivities is, in other words, connected to the questioning of the modernist logocentrism, that is, the
phallogocentric subject of reason which constructs scientific truths about
the subject, and accordingly, has been entitled to take charge of the self
in all aspects of life. The rationalist discourse thus gives way to new
forms of discipline which are exercised in various institutions of reason
within which the positivity of fixed subjectivities are constructed in
accordance with the naturalized belief in the rise or fall of individual
subjects. Even though empiricists of modern science decline the Cartesian reflective turn, they maintain the connection between truth and
method. The empiricist subject of reason thus gains truth by following
the 'right' method while insisting that knowledge (conclusions or 'inductive inference') must be based on empirical sensory experiences rather
than refexive reasoning (Hume in Cahn et al, 1996).
Interconnected in the makings of scientific subjects, both the rationalist and the empiricist discourse will be the focus of the deconstructive
questioning in the chapters to come. In chapter 2, we shall thus look at
the makings of the scientific subject and the corresponding struggles over
scientificity within the psy disciplines. This constitutes, on the one hand,
the scientific gaze of empiricism represented by the dominant position
within these disciplines that is, the biotechnological voice - which is a geneessentialist position, claiming genes to be the essence of the subject - and
on the other hand, the critical voices that represent a critique of the dominant position of biotechnology, and call into question the universalization and naturalization of gene-explanations. In chapter 3, then, we shall
look more closely at how the makings of the scientific subject leads to
what Foucault (1983) calls 'the government of individualization,' in
connection to which the psychiatrized subjects assimilate or resist assimilating to the dominant view of subjectivity that constrains subjects to
fixed individualities set in hierarchies of oppositions that are thought to
be natural and universal, and according to which we have come to take
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for granted the division between mind versus matter, rationality versus
irrationality, normality versus abnormality.

2

Struggles over Scientificity

77:e silence, or rather prudence, with which the unitag
theories avoid the genealogy of knozoledges might therefore be a good reason to continue to pursue it - Foucault,

1980

While being determined to establish the psy disciplines as Sciences
comparable to other 'hard sciences' within the discourse of science, psy
scientists have established themselves as scientific rationalities, and as
such they are involved in the construction of'hard facts' about normality
versus abnormality, rationality versus irrationality, corresponding to the
hierarchies of oppositions. Within the psy disciplines, however, there are
ongoing struggles over the construction of facts, such as what is to be
viewed as valid conceptualizations, categorizations and classifications as
well as valid intervention technologies of the discourse, corresponding to
struggles over the legitimate definition of professionalism (Bourdieu, 1992,
pp.242). These struggles result in some positions claiming scientificity
over others, which, within the psy disciplines, are played out between the
biotechnological voice and the cHtical voices. In other words, the struggles
between these voices are important in the makings of scientific rationalities and the corresponding making of scientificity within the psy disciplines. Therefore we shall begin with Loren R. Mosher's Letter of Resignation j>om the American Psychiatric Association (APA) in which these
struggles are articulated:

After nearly three decades as a member it is with a mixture of pleasure
and disappointment that I submit this letter of resignation from the

Struggles over Scientificity

American Psychiatric Association. The major reason for this action is my
belief that I am actually resigning from the American Psychopharmacological Association. Luckily, the organization's true identity requires no
change in the acronym.
Unfortunately, APA refects, and reinforces, in word and deed, our
drug dependent society. Yet it helps wage war on "drugs". "Dual diagnosis" clients are a major problem for the field but not because of the
"good" drugs we prescribe. "Bad" ones are those that are obtained mostly
without a prescription. A Marxist would observe that being a good capitalist organization, APA likes only those drugs from which it can derive a
profit directly or indirectly. This is not a group for me. At this point in
history, in my view, psychiatry has been almost completely bought out by
the drug companies. The APA could not continue without the pharmaceutical company support of meetings, symposia, workshops, journal
advertising, grand rounds luncheons, unrestricted educational grants etc.
etc. Psychiatrists have become the minions of drug company promotions.
APA, of course, maintains that its independence and autonomy are not
compromised in this enmeshed situation. Anyone with the least bit of
common sense attending the annual meeting would observe how the drug
company exhibits and "industry sponsored symposia" draw crowds with
their various enticements, while the serious scientific sessions are barely
attended. Psychiatric training reflects their influence as well: the most
important part of a resident's curriculum is the art and quasi-science of
-

dealing drugs, i.e., prescription writing.
These psychopharmacological limitations on our abilities to be complete physicians also limit our intellectual horizons. No longer do we seek
rather we are there
to understand whole persons in their social contexts
to realign our patients' neurotransmitters. The problem is that it is very
whatever its
difficult to have a relationship with a neurotransmitter
a
our
rationale, by its
guild organization provides
configuration. So,
neurobiological tunnel vision, for keeping our distance from the molecule
conglomerates we have come to define as patients. We condone and
promote the widespread use and misuse of toxic chemicals that we know
have serious long term effects tardive dyskinesia, tardive dementia and
serious withdrawal syndromes. So, do I want to be a drug company patsy
who trea[s molecules with their formulary? No, thank you very much. It
saddens me that after 35 years as a psychiatrist I look forward to being
dissociated from such an organization. In no way does it represent my
interests. It is not within my capacities to buy into the current biomedical-reductionistic model heralded by the psychiatric leadership as once
again marrying us to somatic medicine. This is a matter of fashion, politics and, like the pharmaceutical house connection, money.
-

--

-
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In addition, APA has entered into an unholy alliance with NAMI [National Alliance for the Mentally Ill] (I don't remember the members being
asked if they supported such an association) such that the two organizations have adopted similar public belief systems about the nature of madness. While professing itself the "champion of their clients" the APA is
supporting non-clients, the parents, in their wishes to be in control, via
legally enforced dependency, of their mad/bad offspring: NAMI with tacit
APA approval, has set out a pro-neuroleptic drug and easy commitmentinstitutionalization agenda that violates the civil rights of their offspring.
For the most part we stand by and allow this fascistic agenda to move
forward. Their psychiatric god, Dr. E. Fuller Torrey, is allowed to diagnose and recommend treatment to those in the NAMI organization with
whom he disagrees. Clearly, a violation of medical ethics. Does APA protest? Of course not, because he is speaking what APA agrees with, but
can't explicitly espouse. He is allowed to be a foil; after all - he is no
longer a member of APA. (Slick work APA!) The shortsightedness of this
marriage of convenience between APA, NAMI, and the drug companies
(who gleefully support both groups because of their shared pro-drug
stance) is an abomination. I want no part of a psychiatry of oppression
and social control.
"Biologically based brain diseases" are certainly convenient for families
and practitioners alike. It is no fault insurance against personal responsibility. We are all just helplessly caught up in a swirl of brain pathology for
which no one, except DNA, is responsible. Now, to begin with, anything
that has an anatomically defined specific brain pathology becomes the
province of neurology (syphilis is an excellent example). So, to be consistent with this "brain disease" view all the major psychiatric disorders
would become the territory of our neurologic colleagues. Without having
surveyed them I believe they would eschew responsibility for these problematic individuals. However, consistency would demand our giving over
"biologic brain diseases" to them. The fact that there is no evidence confirming the brain disease attribution is, at this point, irrelevant. What we
are dealing with here is fashion, politics and money. This level of intellectual /scientific dishonesty is just too egregious for me to continue to support by my membership.
I view with no surprise that psychiatric training is being systematically
disavowed by American medical school graduates. This must give us
cause for concern about the state of today's psychiatry. It must mean -- at
least in part that they view psychiatry as being very limited and unchallenging. To me it seems clear that we are headed toward a situation in
which, except for academics, most psychiatric practitioners will have no
real, relationships -- so vital to the healing process -- with the disturbed
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and disturbing persons they treat. Their sole role will be that of prescription writers ciphers in the guise of being "helpers".
Finally, why must the APA pretend to know more than it does? DSM
IV is the fabrication upon which psychiatry seeks acceptance by medicine
in general. Insiders know it is more a political than scientific document.
To its credit it says so -- although its brief apologia is rarely noted. DSM
IV has become a bible and a money making best seller -- its major failings
notwithstanding. It confines and defines practice, some take it seriously,
others more realistically. It is the way to get paid. Diagnostic reliability is
easy to attain for research projects. The issue is what do the categories tell
us? Do they in fact accurately represent the person with a problem? They
don't, and can't, because there are no external validating criteria for psychiatric diagnoses. There is neither a blood test nor specific anatomic
lesions for any major psychiatric disorder. So, where are we? APA as an
organization has implicitly (sometimes explicitly as well) bought into a
theoretical hoax. Is psychiatry a hoax - as practiced today? Unfortu-

nately, the answer is mostly yes....
We seem to have forgotten a basic principle - the need to be patient/
client/consumer satisfaction oriented. I always remember Manfred
Bleuler's wisdom: "Loren, you must never forget that you are your patient's employee." In the end they will determine whether or not psychiatry survives in the service marketplace (Mosher, 1998, www.moshersoteria.com)18.

Mosher objects, like other ciitical voices, to the biotechnological voice's
possession of an absolute dominant position within the psy disciplines,
according to which professionals inscribed in the scientific discourse
have become the prototype of the modern knowing scientific rationality.
By representing the rational management of human bodies in this way,
humans are objectified, categorized, and classified as objects of science,
corresponding to the construction of opposites, such as normal/abnormal
and rational/irrational, upon which psy sciences are constituted as
sciences.

An important aspect within the discourse of science, and the corresponding progressive development of sciences, is the ability to objectify,
categorize and classify the objects of the particular science, which in the
case of the psy disciplines is presented in the classification systems used
in these disciplines. The newest of these are WHO's International Classification Of Diseases, ICD-10 used in Europe, and The Diagnostic and Smtistical Manual Of Mental Disorders, DSM-IV used in the United States.
Inscribed in the discourse of science, both classification systems seek to
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standardize the categories used within the psy disciplines so as to improve their reliability. Both systems therefore use the same 'objective'
definitions of the various 'insanities,' which are presented as a list of
diagnostic criteria described in the universal and 'purely' descriptive
language of science. In accordance with the required progressive development of science, the development of the psy sciences has resulted in
an expanded number of problems becoming objectified, classified and
constructed as scientific objects. So, whereas the first classification
systems included about forty diagnoses, the newest include more than
three hundred, counting the grand 'insanities' such as; 'schizophrenia'
and 'manic depression,' no longer 'neurosis,'19 but instead 'anxiety
disorders,' and 'addictions,' such as exercising, eating, smoking, working, sex, religion, as well as negative attitudes toward the 'right' therapeutic treatment (Gergen, 1999).

The Construct of Schizophrenia
The progressive development of the psy sciences therefore entails a
progressive development of the numbers of diagnoses, which moreover
are continuously reconstructed - such as schizophrenia, which is now
divided into various subcategories in accordance to 'the schizophrenic
spectrum.' This development has been followed by an increasing number
of people objectified as schizophrenics, such as in Denmark, where twiCe
as

many people were categorized

as

schizophrenics in 1994

in relation to

the changing of classification system (PsykiatriFonden, 1995). Still,
especially young people are objectified as schizophrenics. This is due to
the calling for 'particular attention to young people,' based on the fundamental presupposition that schizophrenia, in accordance with the
'brain disease hypotheses,' is a genetic brain disease. As such, schizophrenia is thought to be always already there, a gene-essence of the
subject, which is why an earlier categorization, giving way to earlier
medication, is believed to 'better the prognosis' (WHO, ICD-10).
Due to the dominant position of the biotechnological discourse, the
psychoanalytic thesis of causation has been abandoned in the newest
classification systems by moving from descriptive definitions to diagnostic criteria of insanities. However, psychoanalytic theorizing is still
incorporated into the language of many professionals, but in relation to
the pure descriptive and universal language of science, psychoanalytic
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analyses are presented according to the emphasis placed on objectivity

within the dominant scientific discourses. Diagnostic practices may thus
involve psychological testing, such as projective tests like Rorschach, and
refer to 'unconscious' and 'repressed' thinking, drives and emotions, past
and present real or imagined conflicts that are assumed to reveal themselves through 'transference' and 'projections,' that is, internal and
subjective experienced dangers projected onto external experienced
dangers. The reasoning behind these practices is based on the presupposition that humans repress something of significance to their 'personalities' into the unconscious, which the test then is believed to be able to
reveal insomuch as processes of projection come into motion in the
responses to the ten ambiguous inkblots which constitute the stimuli of
the test. The unconscious, in other words, is projected onto the responses to the inkblots and as a consequence, the test data are believed
to 'provide descr*tive information about the psychological characteristic
or organization of the subject' (Exner, 1986, p.3). So, after the data have
been administered, scored, coded, and interpreted according to the
fundamental presuppositions of the test, a Rorschachian schizophrenic may
be described as follows:
The patient's SCZI score (Schizophrenia Index) is five, which indicates
that the possibility of schizophrenia is considerable. An inspection of the
data supports this claim since the patient manifests serious perceptual
and thought distortion, which is commonly found among schizophrenics.
Many responses thus obviously prove considerably disordered and bizarre
thoughts, confirming the presence of seriously disordered thinking.
The patient prefers to avoid situations that include emotional stimulation, which probably has to do with a tendency to misinterpret stimuli
and become confused in his thinking. Furthermore, he tends to be more
distant and guarded in his interpersonal relationships, and more concerned about issues of personal space than most people. This raises questions about his perception of himself and others, which seems disturbed.
The material reveals negativism or hostility toward others that often characterizes the paranoid defense.
Although the patient engaged in considerable distortion with translation
stimuli, he also gave eight Popular answers, which indicates that he can
and does translate very obvious stimuli in a conventional manner. Even
so these P answers are given to those blots that have the highest frequency of P answers. This means that he can identify very obvious stimuli in a conventional manner. Another positive finding is answers, which
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signals that the patient is engaged in more self-inspection than is common

for seriously disturbed patients.
The fact that a Special Score, an INCOM, occurs in his very first response signals however some of the intense problems that mark his thinking and illustrates some of the faulty judgments that will be displaced in
his everyday behaviors. The patient is not aware of the inappropriateness
of some of his actions, and as a consequence, he is prone to repeat inappropriate responses. This lack of insight suggests that he will be very resistant to acknowledge that he has serious problems, and any treatment
presumably will be met with defenses such as withdrawal and denial.
Moreover, analyzing the responses of many of the patient's associations,
illustrates that he concentrates on phallic themes. These responses indicate that his sexuality is interfering with his role image, reflecting his
struggle to become an adult. The patient seems, in other words, to have
conflicts about masculinity and sexuality.
In sum, it seems very apparent that this young man is schizophrenic. His
perception and thinking is confused and disordered, and he is very prone
to distort reality rather severely. He seems inordinately affected by emotionally toned stimuli. Emotions seem to torment him and exacerbate his
confused identity. He is extraordinarily guarded in perceiving and being
with others, and uses isolation as a defense against the threats projected
onto the world and other people. He draws on his resources in ways that
permit him to maintain a facade, hiding the severely disturbed and fragile
person that he is, and the fact that he is over guarded (paranoid) about
other people. The test material proves his disorganization, depersonalization, loss of sensation, diminution in affect, and limited contact with others and reality. The overall psychological picture is thus disordered perception, thinking and affective control, as well as social withdrawal, the
characteristics of schizophrenia (see e.g. Exner, 1986).

The diagnosis of schizophrenia has extensive bearing upon the lives of
people being categorized as such, in that schizophrenia within the biotechnological discourse is considered to be 'the most serious, and the
severe of chronic mental illnesses, characterized by psychotic symptoms
such as disordered perception, thinking, and social behavior,' requiring

in accordance with the technologies of psychopharmacology, and for schizophrenics to be maintained on medication (WHO,
ICD-10, Andreasen, 2001, Hemmingsen et al.,1994). Given that
schizophrenia is considered to be a genetically-based brain disease, a
form of dementia in accordance with the Kraepelinian classification
system, scientists inscribed in the biotechnological discourse compare
management
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schizophrenia to Alzheimer, Parkinson and multiple sclerosis and therefore seek neuro-genetic facts about schizophrenia. Consequently, the
causes of schizophrenia are described in terms of genetic vulnerability,
hyperactivity in brain dopaminergic pathways according to which levels
of neurotransmitter, such as dopamine, are abnormal. More recently,
other neurotransmitters are presumed to be implicated in schizophrenia,
and/or in terms of other structural and functional abnormalities in the
brain. Involved in the mapping of the 'Brave New Brain' of schizophrenics, the biomedical voice refers to research in which numerous brain
abnormalities in schizophrenics, such as enlarged cranial ventricles and
decreased cerebral size, have been 'discovered' (Andreasen, 2001). The
anatomical abnormalities discovered in different parts of 'schizophrenic
brains,' in other words, are believed to correlate with various symptoms
of schizophrenia, according to which disorganized speech taken to reflect
disorganized thinking, is associated with abnormalities in the regions of
the brain believed to be responsible for speech regulation, cognitive
abnormalities related to will, and planning associated with prefrontal

lobe dysfunction.

Some cdtical voices object to any such associations, while objecting to
the association between schizophrenia and brain parts, or the associations between schizophrenia and neurological disorders like Alzheimer,
Parkinson and multiple sclerosis. On the one hand, 'psychosis in general
does not progress further after five years from its outset, but rather,
improves, which is not characteristic of organic cerebral and metabolic
diseases.' On the other hand, 'scientific texts within neurology say
nothing about schizophrenia, which seems, then, to be considered a
neurological disorder only within the discourse of psychiatrization'

(Siebert, 1999, p.2-5).
While calling into question the brain disease hypotheses, the critical
voices problematize the cause and effect model used within the biotechnological discourse, while maintaining the possibility that the perturbations in neurotransmitter systems may be due to complications of psychosis or effects of the psychopharmacological treatment, rather than
being the cause of schizophrenia. Moreover, in relation to imaging
technologies that allow observations of the active brain, only a few
people labeled with schizophrenia have the structural and functional
cerebral abnormalities mentioned by the biotechnological voice. Rather,
most 'schizophrenic brains' fall within the normal range, so that abnormalities found in these brains are also found in control groups. There-
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fore, the brain abnormalities that may develop and to which the biotechnological voice attribute causal significance are, say the critical voices,
more likely to be the result of antipsychotic drug treatment, insofar as
the deterioration in cognitive functioning occurs at the same time as the
emergence of tardive *skinesia, which is due to side effects of antipsychotic medication (Mosher, 200lb, and Siebert, 1999). While calling
into question the localization theog, according to which it is presumed
that psychological or cognitive processes can be defined and then isolated in a way that permits them to be associated with particular brain
regions, Uttal (2001) points to the difficulties of even defining such
processes, and in view of that, cautions us to not fall victim to the 'neophrenology' of neuroreductionism (see also Dumit, 1999).
The biotechnological voice maintains, however, the brain disease hypotheses to be true and consequently, that pharmacotherapies should be
the first-line and maintenance treatment for schizophrenia. This voice
therefore insists, 'if the schizophrenic does not comply with oral medication, then depot antipsychotic maintenance therapy should be strongly
considered' (Satcher, 1999). The concern with compliance, and the
corresponding technologies of giving medication by injection if the
subject is non-compliant, is due to schizophrenics being characterized as
psychotic, which implies 'defect reality-testing,' according to which
schizophrenics 'lack insight into the seriousness of their disorder.' Due to
their 'lack of insight,' the biotechnological voice suggests that schizophrenics and their families be taught about schizophrenia through technologies

of psychoeducation. These are technologies based on the cognitivebehavioral model, according to which cognitive processes are thought to
be determined by biogenetics in accordance with the biotechnological
discourse.20

Within this discourse, subjects are believed to possess either an inherent tendency to ordered and rational thinking or disordered and irrational thinking: by combining behaviorism and cognitivism, behavior and
speech become the observable responses that scientific rationalities
discover and describe, while taken to be responses not to outer, but inner
disordered stimuli, such as psychotic thinking. Psychotic thinking, in
other words, is believed to be the core of the problem, which is why
these treatments involve training the behavioral and cognitive skills of
patients as well their families, who are offered a combination of supportive therapy, education about schizophrenia, and behavioral and cognitive
skills-training (ibid. pp. 15). SO, taking the construct of schizophrenia for
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granted, and thus avoiding questioning the prepositions in accordance
with which schizophrenia was constructed in the first place, these treatments aim in particular at improving functioning, medication compliance and symptom management, so as 'to enable patients themselves to
participate more actively in their own treatment' (ibid.).

The Economic Functionality of Insanio,
While opposing the brain disease hypotheses and the corresponding
discourse of medicalization, some cdtical voices refute the biotechnological
claims that neuroleptics are efficient and necessary for treating psychosis.
These voices maintain that, 'There is no significant body of research to
prove that neuroleptics have any specific effect on psychotic symptoms,
such as hallucination and delusions. On the contrary, these symptoms
remain rather resistant to the drugs. Controlled studies therefore show
that neuroleptics perform no better than sedatives or placeboes; rather,
these studies document a non-specific emotional fattening or blunting
effect' (Breggin, 1996, p.3). The calling into question of the technologies
of medication, however, is first and foremost related to the broad spectrum of negative side effects, which is related to the use of neuroleptics
for an unlimited time, such as tardive dyskinesia, involving involuntary
repetitive movements, often of the mouth, face, mouth, hands, and/or
tongue, and largely an irreversible, untreatable neurological disorder
(Mosher & Burti, 1994, p.3).21 Tardive dyskinesia, even in its mild
forms, is disfiguring, because the involuntary movements make people
grimace in a manner that makes them 'look crazy.' In more severe cases
of tardive dyskinesia, the people with these side effects become disabled
by twitches, spasms, and other peculiar movements of any muscle
groups, including those of the neck, shoulders, back, arms and legs, and
hands and feet. The respiratory and speech muscles can also be impaired. In the worst cases, people 1hrash about continually. The latest
estimate indicates that 15-20 percent of patients on neuroleptics develop
tardive dyskinesia within three years; in long-term studies, the prevalence
of tardive dyskinesia often exceeds 50 percent (Breggin, 1996). Further,
many, or most people with tardive dyskinesia also show signs of dementia, which is an irreversible loss of overall higher brain and mental funcnons.
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Professionals inscribed in the biotechnological discourse often attribute these neurological deteriorations to schizophrenia, even though these

are likely to be side effects insomuch that 'autopsy studies of people
labeled as schizophrenics failed to show any such deterioration, until the
recent advent of neuroleptics' (Breggin, 1996, p.2, Mosher, 200lb).
Other common side effects include; attention and vigilance problems,
sedation, constipation, weight gain, and sexual dysfunction, related to
which people treated with neuroleptics are 'stigmatized by the impossible-to-hide, cosmetic disfigurement of tardive dyskinesia' (Mosher &
Burti, 1994, p.3). Tlte biotechnological voice is not blind to these side
effects and the mistaken categorization, therefore this voice notes: 'Unfortunately, these side effects are often mistaken for core psychotic
symptoms, and the neuroleptic dose is accordingly increased, rather than
decreased, resulting in an exacerbating of the side effects' (Satcher,
1999).
Taking these mistakes and serious side effects into consideration, the
biomedical voice nonetheless maintains that pharmacotherapeutic treatment should always be the first-line treatment and should always be
maintained. But, we may ask, if the these treatments have the serious
side effects mentioned, if they have limited use, if these drugs, as the
pharmaceutical industry says, have no effect on 40 percent of the people
treated with them (Connor, 2003), and if those who are supposed to
take them are often unwilling to do so, then why is the biomedical voice so
devoted to the use of these drugs? One possible answer may be that the
discourse of biotechnology, which is intertwined with the discourse of
pharmacology, gives way to the authorization of the psy sciences and
accordingly inscribes psy professionals in the discourse of science, in
which these professionals have long tried to establish their authority but
have had difficulties doing so inasmuch as the psy disciplines have been
considered less prestigious and less scientific than other professions
within medical discourses. So, having wed itself to the discourse of
biotechnology, and the corresponding discourse of medicalization,
folding into discourses such as biology, neurology and genetics, the
biotechnological voice seeks to be authorized as a member of the scientific

community for real scientists, and respected like other medical scientists
(Breggin, 1996, Mosher & Burti, 1994).
Another possible answer as to why psy scientists have inscribed in the
discourse of biotechnology may be due to the economic functionality of
insanity, pointing toward psy scientists' alliance with the pharmaceutical
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industry in that increasingly, research and conferences are dependent on
funding from this industry. This argument aims at the circularity of
global and local forms of power, according to which there may not be
any gap between scientists and the pharmaceutical industry; the alliance
between the two, therefore, may result in a connict of interest, about
which Mosher writes in his letter of resignation from the American
Psychiatric Association, and about which he also writes elsewhere:
This relationship is dangerous because researchers and psychiatrists then
feel indebted to the drug companies, remain biased in favor of drug
cures, downplay side effects and seldom try other types of interventions.
[...] Collectively, these practices aggressively promote reliance on prescription drug use-so much so that many people think drugs should be
forced On those who refuse to take them. The APA supports the National
Alliance for the Mentally Ill, which believes that mentally ill patients
should be coerced to take medication. I am appalled by this level of social
control. Mentally ill people should be given a choice to have their illness
treated in alternative ways (19991,).
77:e biomedical voice replies: Dr. Mosher has seized onto the recent press
interest in the relationship between the pharmaceutical industry and biomedical professionals as an opportunity to re-open a 25-year-old argument-one that has long been settled by a mass of scientific evidence and
by the testimony of hundreds of thousands of their families and their
caregivers. The availability of safe and effective psychoactive drugs has
dramatically improved the lives of millions of individuals with major mental disorders such as schizophrenia [...]
Mosher suggests that the pharmaceutical industry is a monolithic
force. In reality, a variety of drug companies compete with one another
for market share, and clinicians seem to be able to sift through competing
claims and counterclaims (Goodwin, 1999).

So, asking who benefits from the technologies of pharmacotherapies,
the critical voices point to a confict of interest, referring to the economic
interests of the pharmaceutical industry being connected to psy scientists' interest in being on good terms with the industry from where much
of their research is funded. The biotechnological voice sees, however, no
conflict of interest. Conversely, this voice stresses the importance of 'a
close working relationship between industry, government and academia'
in processes of pharmaceutical innovations (ibid.). Tlie critical voices
maintain that the economic interests in the making of insanity is due to
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the pharmaceutical industry's powerful position in the global economy
while being one of the world's wealthiest enterprises, and since psychopharmaca count for a still higher percentage of their income, this industry seems to have profound economic interests in the progressive development of the number of biotechnological insanities. It seems that they
will not be disappointed insomuch as WHO predicts that worldwide
there will be still more people 'suffering from mental illnesses.' WHO
thus estimates that, in 'the near future 45 million people will be suffering
from schizophrenia and 340 million from depression' (WHOb).
The 'progressive' development of biotechnologies, and the corresponding development of insanities, seems in other words to be a continuous profitable business, and from a critical point of view, there is
little doubt that 'the development of biotechnology parallels and intersects with economic development in global capitalism' (Braidotti, 1994,
p.69). So, pointing to the circularity of power/knowledge, some critical
voices emphasize in this way, how local, concrete forms and the actual
functioning of power in everyday practices of medicalization are folding
into global economic forms of subjection and exploitation; accordingly,
these voices emphasize the importance of struggles against global domination and submission of subjectivity (see e.g. Held et al, 2000).
Due to the circularity of local and global technologies of power, the
emphasizing of the economic interests of the pharmaceutical industry in
the processes of psychiatrization is of utmost importance. We must,
however, not lose sight of the circularity of power exercised in local and
everyday forms of domination and subjection of subjectivities, according
to which the whole social body has been inscribed in the discourses of
medicalization and psychiatrization; or, as Foucault (1980) writes, we
must not see these only as a derived phenomenon, that is, as the outgrowth of global economic processes, which are hard to change. Foucault (1983) thus argues that the economic subjection and exploitation
analyzed by critical scholars are not mere fundamental mechanisms that
hold the truth about all forms of subjection: rather, there is a complex
relation between micro and macro forms of subjection. Accordingly, we
must also focus on how particular truths have produced various discourses, and focus on how they are used, and 'who gains and who loses in
the processes of making truth' (Gergen, 1997, p.37).
Whereas the cHtical voices point to the circularity of power in the
search for answers to these questions, the biotechnological voice denies
altogether the economics of insanity. This voice thus maintains that it is
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first and foremost the patients themselves, and their families, who gain
from use of technologies of medication. While upholding the emancipator effects of medication in this way, this voice opposes any questioning
of biotechnologies. Even so, this stance seems caught up in a paradox
insofar as the biotechnological voice repeatedly points to the neglect of
patients due to the closing down of psychiatric institutions, claiming this
has left many living on the streets, or isolated in their homes, and refuting that such problems may be sociopolitical and economic problems
rather than psy problems: at the same time, this voice emphasizes that
psychopharmacology has 'emptied the psychiatric institutions' and
'improved the lives of millions':
Mosher would have us believe that the very broad consensus about the
importance of medications is somehow the result of drug company
money. Tell that to the parents of a schizophrenic son who, following
treatment with a new, atypical neuroleptic drug, is able to hold a job for
the first time, to form meaningful relationships, in short, to reconnect to
life. [...] Tell that to the thousands of social workers, psychologists and
psychiatrists who work with the seriously mentally ill every day and who
know from their own experience that without medications, their patients
could not engage with them in the difficult psychological work of recovery.

Don't forget that before the psychophannacolog revolution, our state
hospitals were filled with hundreds of thousands of individuals trapped in
their psychosis, the victims of what modern research has clearly shown to
be brain disorders. Today only the tiniest fraction of the mentally ill still
require involuntary hospitalization. Why? Primarily because of modern
medications (Goodwin, 1999).

Contradicting the myth about psychopharmacology's emancipator
effects, the critical voices point to further paradoxes, according to which
neuroleptics were in widespread use as early as 1954-1955, while the
number of people in the psychiatric institutions did not start to decline
until nearly ten years later (Breggin, 1996, p.4); that as many as 40 to 50
percent of patients maintained on neuroleptics relapse over a two-year
period, in relation to which they risk being labeled as suffering from
'chronic mental illness,' that is hopeless (Mosher & Burti, 1994, p.5); and
that cross-cultural studies show that 50 to 75 percent of people labeled
with schizophrenia recovered before neuroleptics were used (Mosher,
200lb).

Alternatives to Biotechnology

While the biotechnological voice refutes alternatives to the discourse of
medicalization, the critical voices emphasize the importance of calling into
question the dominance of this discourse. In connection with this, we
attach the re/constructing of truths within the discourse of biotechnology
to the construction of discourses such as individualization, normalization
and psychiatrization folded into the construction of knowledge hierarchies. Within these hierarchies, in accordance with the discourse of
science and the corresponding construction of opposites, we maintain
that objects of science are used to establish the scientificity of scientific
languages and knowledges within the hierarchies of opposition. While
questioning the hierarchization of the world, the critical voices accordingly
seek to deconstruct the scientificity of the discourses of medicalization,
individualization, normalization and psychiatrization, as well as the
object of these discourses, so as to give way to alternatives.
The Soteria project (1971-1983) is one such alternative whose basic
tenets are demedicalization, dehospitalization and deprofessionalization
(Mosher, 200la). The research design of the project followed the methodology required within the discourse of science. As a result, the researchers involved in the study are described initially as 'naive' and open,
referring to the quest for objectivity and neutrality so as to secure the
scientificity of their observations, descriptions and evaluations. The
participants in the study, as well as the ones in the control group, were
screened in a traditional psychiatric emergency room by a group of
researchers who worked independently of the researchers involved in the
project. Those participants meeting the DSM-II criteria for schizophrenia were randomly assigned to either the Soteria House or the traditional
psychiatric ward. The study was a 2-year follow-up study in which the
Soteria method was compared to traditional hospitalization for persons
newly diagnosed with schizophrenia.
The participants in both groups were in this way newly diagnosed so
as to avoid 'the learned patient role' due to institutionalization. All
participants, in both the Soteria group and the control group, were
viewed to be statistically at high risk for long-term disability - that is,
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candidates for 'chronicity,' according to which they were deemed to need
hospitalization (Mosher, 200la). In the Soteria project, young adults
thus considered to be acute schizophrenics, were stabilized in a 'small,
homelike, supportive social environment, designed as a drug-free treatment environment,' and in which the residents (not patients) were engaged in relationships with non-professional staff. The most basic tenets
of the projects were being-with and doing-with, referring to the project's
interpersonal phenomenological framework of understanding, corresponding to which the environment should 'provide asylum, quiet, safety,
support, projection, containment and be attentive though non-intrusive,
but make sure that everyone was treated with dignity and respect' (ibid.)
Mosher describes the purpose of the relational perspective of Soteria the
following way:
I opened a program - Soteria House - where newly diagnosed schizophrenic patients lived medication-free with a young, nonprofessional staff
trained to listen to and understand them and provide companionship.
The idea was that schizophrenia can often be overcome with the help of
meaningful relationships, rather than with drugs, and that such treatment
would eventually lead to unquestionably healthier lives (1999b).

Reviews on Tlte Soteria prqiect and Emanon (1974-1980), its Bern,
Switzerland replication, and in modified form Crossing Place (opened
1977) and McAuliffe House (opened 1990) in which older and so-called
'seriously and persistently mentally ill' or long-term patients were
treated, have shown that people involved in alternative treatments were
found to improve just as well as those treated in the traditional manner,
and at a lower cost (Mosher, 200la). The reviews show, moreover, that
alternatives to psychiatric hospitalization are as or even more effective
than traditional hospital treatments in the short-term reduction of
psychopathology and social participation (Mosher & Burti, 1994,
Mosher, 1999a, 200la, 200lb).
One of the newer alternatives to the discourses of medicalization and
hospitalization is the model referred to aS Open Dialogue Treatment,
which is a part of the national Finnish project called the Integrated Approach to the Treatment of Acute Psychosis. This approach takes on some of
the basic tenets of Soteria in that it also emphasizes demedicalization and
dehospitalization. The staff in the Finnish project, however, comprise
teams of professionals, although they are professionals who must
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'unlearn' their traditional professionalism in order to engage as participants in 'open dialogue' with people experiencing psychotic problems
and with the social networks of these people.22 Instead of using particular houses for treatment, 'which always seems to come to represent some
kind of institution,'23 the treatment takes place in outpatient settings;
that is, in-home families. Further, the importance of 'joint treatment'
between unlearned-professionals and non-professionals is emphasized,
and the focus is primarily on promoting dialogue and secondarily on
change. Ongoing research of the different centers involved in the Finnish
project shows that more than 80 percent of those treated in accordance
with this approach were either working, studying, or actively job-seeking
five years after the treatment, and 80 percent of these showed no remaining signs of psychosis (Seikkula, 2002). Participants who succeeded in
returning to active employment or study therefore had fewer psychotic
problems and vice versa. These figures are strengthened in comparison
to a study in which participants received traditional treatment, where less
than 40 percent returned to employment or study (ibid).
In relation to the deconstruction of the discourses of psychiatrization
and the corresponding hospitalization and medicalization, a two-year
follow-up evaluation of one of the centers involved in the Finnish project
showed that more than one third of the participants never needed hospitalization. Further, neuroleptics were needed for 30 only percent of the
participants, of which half of the medications were only temporary in
that only 10 percent of the participants needed longer-term medication,
although not to be maintained on medication (Seikkula et al., 1995).
Like in the Finnish project, neuroleptics were also used in the Soteria
project (Mosher, 200la). So, calling into question the discourse of
medicalization does not entail an absolute rejection of these technologies; rather, the critical voices hold that 'people should be given a choice to
be treated alternative ways' (Mosher, 1999b).
The biotechnological voice apparently agrees but excludes, nonetheless,
those believed to have a brain disorder, such as schizophrenics. These
are, however, exactly those people participating in the alternative studies,
and those to whom Mosher is referring, and about whom the biotechnological voice maintains:

NAMI [National Alliance for the Mentally Ill] believes that all people
should have the right to make their own decisions about medical treatment, but is aware that some individuals with brain disorders, such as
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schizophrenia and bipolar disorders may at times, due to their illness,
lack insight or good judgment about their need for medical treatment
(Emmet, 1999).

Contrary to the consensus within the discourse of biotechnology, according to which it is malpractice not to treat schizophrenia with medication, inasmuch as schizophrenia is constructed as a brain disease, the
critical voices maintain that these technologies should be avoided if at all
possible. This is because of the serious side effects, the fact that these
drugs do not work on many of those who are forced to take them, and
because most people experiencing psychotic problems recover without
the use of neuroleptics, which indicates that these problems are not
caused by a brain disease (Mosher & Burti, 1994, Connor, 2003).

Il/Legitimatization of the Language of Diagnosis

The deconstruction of the discourse of biotechnology involves, as we
have seen, the problematization of the brain disease hypotheses and the
corresponding discourse of medicalization, according to which that
which has been constructed as 'schizophrenia' should always be treated
with medication. Moreover, it involves questioning the discourse of
individualization, and the corresponding conceptualizations, categorizations, and classifications used in the language of diagnosis. The declining

biotechnological discourse is, in other words, connected to a deconstruction of the whole discourse of psychiatrization. The aim is to demystrh as
Mosher says, the problems that have been professionalized within the
discourse of psychiatrization as well as to deprofessionalize the intervention technologies of professionals, so as to be able to engage in 'equal
and open dialogues and relationships' with people experiencing psychotic problems.
While bearing in mind that there can be no one way of deconstructing
the discourse of psychiatrization, and accordingly no one way of doingwith and being-with, the following is but one example of how it may be
possible to 'be-with' people who are thought to be suffering from a
'distorted sense of reality'; as such, they are 'out of reach.' The question
remains, then, are all of these people 'out of reach' and 'distorted'?
One Way of 'Being-with'
Sophie had for some time been feeling'the situation was unbearable,' and
had therefore been to see her doctor who had sent her to two different
psy professionals, who had both told her that she was psychotic. Since
Sophie didn't want any medication, they thought they were unable to
help her, so she then rang me.
Sophie focused upon two main problems: on the one hand, bodily experiences of having holes in her face, which forced her to cover her face
when she went outside; and on the other hand, problems of being 'entrapped in the apartment' where she lived with her mother. She viewed
these problems as her private and individual problems. However, it had
'never occurred' to her that she might be viewed as 'insane,' so it worried
her deeply that professionals thought her to be psychotic. To Sophie, this
meant that she was at risk of being put on early retirement, 'given up,'
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and that she was 'in danger' of ending up like her sister, who had been
'sort of insane,' and had therefore been 'in and out of the hospital, until
she committed suicide.'

About the situation in the apartment, Sophie started by telling me that
her mother was not really her mother but her grandmother, and that her
sister was not really her sister but her mother. This had been kept a secret
so as to hide from the world that her mother had been so irresponsible'
as to have a child without living an 'appropriate life.' Even though Sophie
was disappointed in her parents, thinking that they had never really
wanted to have anything to do with her, she believed, like her grandmother, that it was for the best that she had not lived with them, because
none of them lived a 'proper kind of life.' While having lived with her
grandparents, Sophie saw herself as having been 'saved' her from her
mother's 'irresponsible' and 'wild life style' which, according to both the
grandmother and Sophie, was the cause of her mother's problems and
which in the end had led her to commit suicide.
Sophie depicted herself as 'calm' and 'controlled,' 'in contrast' to her
mother. She would usually speak of this difference with a disapproval of
the mother, although at other times would see her calm and controlled
life as part of the problems she experienced, because it had never allowed
her to be irresponsible' and 'wild,' and never allowed her 'to do what
everyone else would do.'
She thought her feelings of entrapment in the apartment were due to
her 'not really having a room of her own,' 'not being allowed to really use
the kitchen and cook the kind of food she would like to have, being unable to use the phone when she wanted to, or to bring friends home.' Her
grandmother would rather she did not have friends, or work or study,
unless she could find a particular kind of work, something 'out of the
ordinary.' So Sophie had no friends, just as she had not worked or studied for the last seventeen years, during which she had lived on social welfare. To some extent it was the life she felt she was meant to live insofar
as she, like the grandmother, thought of herself as 'some sort of artist,'
though she had not yet done much artwork, and as 'the kind of person
who did not need friends.' At the same time, she experienced living an
enclosed life 'inside the apartment ouaide ofsociety.'
When we were together, most of the time she would talk about these
feelings of entrapment, which she thought to be due to her bodily problems, which had 'all of a sudden' made her 'angry,' 'kind of rebellious'
toward her grandmother and which made her say and do things that she
would 'never have said or done before these problems became uncontrollable.'
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Insofar as Sophie viewed her problems as private and individual, trying
to change the situation in which they occurred and out of which they
seemed to have grown was not something she considered. Instead, she
thought that if she could only free herself from her bodily problems, and
accordingly stop being angry and rebellious, then she would be able to
continue the life she had always lived 'in the apartment.' There was,
however, something that troubled her: during our conversations some
months earlier, I had asked if there was a connection between her bodily
experiences, her feelings of entrapment in the apartment and her relationship with her grandmother. What troubled her about this was that afterwards she had thought such a connection was possible, and that 'once
you know, there seems to be no turning back.' What troubled her even
more was that this possible connection had made her feel 'discontented'
with the life she was living. She suddenly recalled how often she had felt
like this, how she had 'forgotten' about it after her grandfather's suicide,
how often she had felt entrapped in the apartment, and how often she
had wanted to participate in life outside. While remembering her wish to
take part in the world outside the apartment she became still more discontented with her present situation.
Even though I did not think it was my question alone that had started
this, it nonetheless surprised me that my question had made such an impression on her. What surprised me even more was that I was surprised:
from a relational perspective, it seems obvious that our relationship had
had some kind of impact on her understanding of herself. What bothered
me was the fact that I couldn't escape the knowledge hierarchy in which
our conversations were inscribed and couldn't escape being an expert.
The impact expert knowledge might have on non-experts (and on experts
themselves) had initiated my interest in these hierarchies and also my
search for possible ways of building more equal relationships, in which
neither experts nor non-experts would give up their knowledge, but
rather, think of it as relative and therefore only possibly useful. In therapeutic relations, this would allow non-experts to refute knowledge presented to them by experts without being labeled as suffering from a 'lack

ofinsight.'
Thinking Sophie's problems as situated, I thought it would do Sophie
good to experience situations not ideal but different from the one she felt
'entrapped in'. I therefore suggested that we should meet at my place. I
did so because Sophie never went to anybody's place and because I
thought it might do her some good to be invited into an everyday home,
to be situated differently, and to experience for herself that things could
be different from the experiences she had 'in the apartment.' I also
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thought it would provide a way of building a relationship in which we
could construct mutual stories and possible actions. Within this setting,
however, I used a few formal rules from the traditional therapeutic setting, such as meeting once a week and at a certain time. I did so not only
to give Sophie assurance about our next meeting but also to guard my
privacy. I believed it would help Sophie to guard her own boundaries. We
did not settle on how long our meetings should last, and she could phone
me if she wanted to (something I would not always agree to). I also became involved in this kind of relationship with Sophie because I wanted
our relationship to be as close to everyday relationships as possible, so as
to give her an experience of how such relationships could be which perhaps might help her create other relationships. Even so, it was important
to recognize the difference between our relationship and everyday relationships, in that our relationship was instigated because she had some
problems that she wanted to share with someone. This meant that I was
to be the one supporting her so that when we were together, my attention
was to be upon the problems she experienced, at least to the extent that
she wanted to talk about them.
Despite the setting, I could not neglect the fact that I was an expert,
that I had worked as such, and had incorporated expert knowledge into
my way of perceiving, thinking and acting. Within the traditional position, experts are taught that they mUSt take responsibility for the client,
and this is especially true in the case of psychosis insomuch as psychotics
are thought to be unable to take responsibility for themselves. The expert's position, in other words, is to supervise and take charge of the
other's life. By objecting to hierarchization, I had Come to think that such
a position lacks respect for the singularity of the other. Still, I often
doubted what I was doing: I had been taught that professionals run the
risk of harming their clients if they do not take responsibility, which implies taking the clients' psychotic 'vulnerability' seriously in connection to
which a relational approach would be too demanding on clients experiencing psychotic problems. In connection to this, I was always concerned
that I might harm clients by refusing to take charge of their lives and
viewing them as unable to do so themselves. It is difficult to unlearn what
one had learnt.
This is not to say that I did not use my expert knowledge in my retationship with Sophie. I did use knowledge, in that I would present to
Sophie possible understandings of the problems she experienced.
Counter to the neutral therapist abducting clients by using only expert
language and presenting to them endless interpretations, the approach I
used was to put forward different possible understandings. It was important though that these were merely possible understandings. So keeping in
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mind my positioning as an expert, I put much effort into making Sophie
feel free to use or not use the understandings I presented to her. We
talked about her past and present life and her dreams for the future, but
we also talked about my life, and about politics, education, the weather,
dogs, cats, food, and clothes, which seemed to make it easier to create a
relationship in which Sophie could be free to accept or refute my understandings.

My di culties in transgressing the expert position became clear, however, when Sophie called one day and asked if she could stay at my place
for a few hours. This happened on a Saturday, when my partner was at
home. In this setting, Sophie experienced how another almost-non-expert
might understand and react to her story. The situation made me think
that people, such as Sophie, telling everyday sad stories, are entitled to
everyday reactions from everyday people instead of neutral and disengaged expert reactions. (In this light, it makes good sense that Soteria

uses non-professionals, and when the professionals in the Finish project
act in non-professional ways.) One thing I noticed was that contrary to
experts, everyday people express anger or sadness on behalf of the other,
and demonstrate their understanding by saying that they or somebody
they know has had similar problems due to a similar situation, in this way
reassuring the other that s/he is not alone, not the only one having these
kinds of problems and not the only one who is mad. Contrary to this,
professionals are taught to be in control and not express anger or sadness
(not too much anyway), and to assure patients of their 'normality,' which
means teaching patients about their problems being due to a diagnosis,
caused by a brain disease, for which they are not responsible and according to which their experiences are common. Although I did not act as a
professional in exactly that manner, since I was always critical of the biotechnological discourse, I did not feel as free as I saw my partner to be;
there were questions I would not ask because I thought them too Confronting.
It should be stressed that to some people, the traditional professional
attitude and the biogenetic explanation is a relief; therefore they should
have the opportunity to choose to understand and have their problems
treated accordingly. Moreover, the professional control of anger and sadness on behalf of the other is not all negative because it helps most professionals to remain calm when they are told about possible psychotic
problems,
while having read in the papers that these problems are
of
serious scientific problems and possibly dangerous symptoms
whereas non professionals might be stunned, feel uneasy, and try to prevent the person experiencing such problems. This might be one of the
reasons why psy patients are often socially isolated. Another reason might
-

Struggles over Scientificity

be that many psy patients, due to the learned patient role, become obsessively focused upon their problems to the extent that I would even dare to
say that they are learned narcissists, which can drain their social network of
all good will. The isolation many of these people experience, however,
might also be due to their being placed on early retirement or living in
institutions and thus being situated outside of society.
Sophie and I met once a week for about ten months. What she told me
about her situation in many respects made her life similar to the life of
inmates in total institutions. She would talk about the 'inside' versus the
'outside' of the apartment, the controlling and disciplining of time and
space, and the transgression of the boundaries of self, in accordance to
which the apartment was her whole world, within which her grandmother's story about her (the authority's categorization) was to some
extent induced into her even though she also resisted. The power of
myths about 'the (great) mother,' connected with myths about 'the family' being another total institution of modernity, and in which we are introduced to the hierarchized world (we shall return to the makings of
total institutions in the next chapter).
Connected to Sophie's struggles to be respected as a subject on her
own terms, and her longing to participate in the world outside the apartment, we talked about possibilities for engaging in the world outside. In
the end, Sophie would find her own way and engage in things we had not
talked about, and it was truly amazing to see the turns her life took: she
engaged in the local meeting house for people who live outside of society,
and participated there in arranging meetings with possible employers; she
made friends with those with whom she went on holiday; and she started
working part time. These were the first friends Sophie had had since she
left school seventeen years earlier, her first holiday outside the apartment
and without her grandmother, and her first job ever. At the same time,
she dealt with the pressure put on her by her grandmother, who persistently tried to stop any changes; this soon became the focus of our conversations - how could Sophie stay in the apartment and hold on to who
she was and wanted to become?
I came to view my part in Sophie's life as a kind of mentor who was to
support her, holding on to the stories about who she was, was not, and
wanted to become, and to participate in the construction of these stories,
which meant supporting her in wanting to change the situation in which
she felt entrapped. Even though Sophie wanted to move out of the
apartment, this was not her first objective while believing she would not
have the strength to leave her grandmother, and therefore, we did not talk
much about this. However, six years later she called to tell me that she
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now had an apartment of her own - and that she had also found an
apartment for her grandmother.

Although this is one possible way to participate in other people's lives,
there can be no one approach to practice, which means that my participation in Sophie's life represents merely one way of participating. Together
with another young woman, I mostly went for long walks, or we drank
tea at her place for hours; with yet another young woman, I went to
museums or shopping; and with others, I just sat in a room talking. 24
Due to the complexity of being-with, I am therefore always reluctant to
answer questions about practice - on the one hand, because I do not do
this kind of practice anymore and on the other hand, because any such
answer risks being viewed as a norm for how I practice. I believe, in
other words, that we must maintain a deconstructive attitude toward any
practice, which implies always already staying open to alternative voices
of participation, 'to something absolutely new,' a break with 'what is':
accordingly, we must refute the re/creation of any fixed practices (see
also Mosher & Burti, 1994, for further argumentation).
It is, however, my hope that Sophie's story, like the stories of other
participants, will help demystify what is thought of as psychosis - that is,
to the deconstruction of the naturalized categories of the language of
diagnosis, so as to give way to everyday conversations with those we have
excluded in connection to the normal-abnormal binary. These conversations may start like my conversation with Mary:
B (ettina): Are you from around here?

M (aly): Aha, and you?
B: I'm from Denmark - Europe. This is my first time here.

M: Oh, how long have you been here now?
B: Two weeks.
M: So, how long are you going to stay here?
B: One more week.
M: Then when you go back over, what is it - you're from - what is it?

B: Denmark M: Denmark, okay, when are you supposed to go back there or are
you going to make this your home?

B: No, I'm going back, my boyfriend and my family Hue in Denmark.
M: You'll be going back there, yea, you'U be going back, praise the
Lord. So, when are you going to get married?
B: Hmm, we have known each other for ten years -

Struggles over Scientificity

79

M: That's a long time you should have been man and wife by now, ha?
B: Maybe you're right, but many people in Denmark live together
without getting married.
M: No kidding. Lord have mercy, this is something, you're backwards
(we're laughing). Well maybe one dayyouW straighten it out.

Our conversation began like many everyday conversations between
strangers meeting on the street, in cafts, in parks, and other public
places. I found it interesting that Mary thought of my unmarried status
as 'backwards,' and even more so, when I found out that it was not at all
unusual that Americans perceived it to be strange or even 'wrong' that
people could live together without being married. Mary, though, did not
have such a condemning attitude, quite the contrary. Therefore, listening
to her story, we may as well stay open to what she says:

I had a nervous breakdown seven years ago. I just didn't care about life. I just
got to the point where I felt I couldn't handle it no more. My father was sick, my
sister was sick, they were dying of cancer and I had to cany the load, you knoto,
take care of them, that was too much. I just kind of flipped out, didn't know,
you know. I was dizzy all the time. I went to the hospital, and then you're put
on medication. My fami& all died on me, so I don't have too much family now.
I've grown up noto, but I still miss them because I want to go see them, and they
are gone. I do feel vely lonesome.

They evicted me of my daughter then. She was 10 when they took her away

»m me, and put her into foster care. We have had a hard time ever since. We
lost evelything. But that's okay. You can't just worry about things. You cannot. My daughter, she's grozon up noto and she's well. She wrote a card, it was
real nice. She also gave me some pictures the last time she was here. I just didn't
get to see her personally. The people who raised her, who took care of her, she

contacts them and they contact me. I also gave her a letter and you knozo, the
card and the pictures, so I beg the lord that that was a basic contact, the beginning. I got a pager in case she wants to call me, but it's okay, she's in the hands
of the Lord. I don't worry about it, you knoto. I've put her in the hands of Jesus
and I, 'cause I've to straighten out my own life, it's all messed up, I really have
messed up, but I know it's going to get better. I've also got a husband, but he's
not here right now. I've been living alone, tried to make it myself until we get
back together, till the lord says so, or we'Il meet in heaven.

So that's all I'm

waiting for. I miss everybody - my family, everybody. I don't know where everybody is.
Basically, I just ride the buses all day long or I lay out in the parks, it's kind
of nice. But sometimes I just don't want to be bothered by nobody, you know, I
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just want to be alone. Sometimes you just have to be by yourself. I just want to
go traveling for a while, you know, just get on the bus and take off. I may not be
able to do that, my doctor may not let me go yet. I have to have medicines, but

I'm getting heated. When I'm getting well I'm going to do something right. I
don't like being sick, nobody likes to take the pills all the time. I just praise the
Lord that I sit by the st¥ife of Jesus - evely time I take some medicine I always
take my load by the strife oflesus.

So that's the stog of my life, you know I'm stuck here now, stuck here but
tging to move on up the ladder. I'm almost at the top of the ladder. It's all on

what you believe - all things are possible to those who believe.

If we renounce the possibility of understanding Mary's problems as
social problems connected to the loss of her father, sister, and daughter,
her loneliness and homelessness - the latter being the definitive exclusion
from the collective - and view them instead as individual schizophrenic
symptoms, we may then have constructed vignettes like textbook vignettes, where the focus would be the defects typical to people diagnosed
with schizophrenia. As a schizophrenic, Mary might have looked the
following way:
I didn't care about life. I got to the point where I felt I couldn't handle it no more
so I flipped out. I was dizzy an the time. And now, I don't want to be bothered
by nobody. I just want to be alone.

Insofar as we refute the hierarchies of opposites, we might, then, all be
considered ab/normal or non/reasoning and accordingly, we can make
whomever look crazy if we just choose the right parts of their stories; that
is, if we de-situate their stories like it is done in textbooks. To 'learned
professionals,' this is indeed easy inasmuch as we are taught to spot the
craziness in everyone; that is, to categorize the other as an always already
potential patient, like Lurhmann, who says 'you walk into a room, you
see how they address you, and you're already thinking the diagnosis'
(2000, p. 36). Consider, however, the part I picked from an everyday
email I received from an acquaintance considered to be 'normal':
-

It is amazing to me that they are still talking somewhere - it seems they live to
talk. MY goodness, I am glad that they are having a good time, but such a good
time would really make me feel ill. When I came back here at the end of the
afternoon I had to lie dmon and sleep for two hours in order to recover from the
noise of so many voices.
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The Arbitrary Constructs
In connection to the objection to the naturalized categories of the institutionalized classification systems, some critical voices point to the arbitrariness of the categories and classifications of these systems. While rejecting
the mirror metaphor of science, these voices maintain that there is no
'empirical evidence' to support the categories used by professionals,
which implies that these categories do not correspond to 'real' problems
and therefore do not meet the criteria required within the scientific
discourse in which they seek to inscribe: 'They don't, and can't, because
there are no external validating criteria for psychiatric diagnosis' (c.f.
Mosher, 1998). 77:e biotechnological voice maintains, however:
Madness is real [...]. Most people who end up in a psychiatric hospital
are deeply unhappy and seriously disturbed, and many of them lead lives
of humiliation and great pain. To try to proteCt the chronic mentally ill by
saying that they are not ill, just different, is a misplaced liberalism of appalling insensitivity to the patients and to families who struggle so valiantly with the difficulties of their ill family members. [...] Moreover, the
fantasy that innocent victims are imprisoned in asylums where they go
slowly mad under the weight of the psychiatrist's expectation and society's rejection is exactly that, a fantasy. These days, with the pressure of
insurance companies eager to deny psychiatric care if at all possible, the
only people admitted to psychiatric services are usually so ill that there is
no other option (Luhrmann, 2000, p.12).

While objecting to the deconstruction of the discourse of psychiatrization, the biotechnological voice thus points to the economic interest of
insurance companies, maintaining that the calling into question of total
institutions, and the corresponding categorizations, classifications and
intervention technologies only protects the interests of insurance companies. Though the argument may be convincing in an American context,
it is difficult to employ it in a Scandinavian context insomuch as psychiatric institutions here are state institutions, and as such are free from any
economic interests: here only power/knowledge hierarchies and the
corresponding hierarchies of opposition seem to be in action.
The biotechnological voice argues, moreover, that questioning the reality
of insanity is 'an act of neglect of human suffering' insofar as 'the mentally ill' are 'deeply unhappy and seriously disturbed, and many of them
lead lives of humiliation and great pain.' One may ask - whose reality?
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Insanity is said to be a 'distortion of reality,' and the insane, at the same
time, is said to be suffering from an illness and from 'denial' of this
illness. So 'the person does not experience himself as ill, which is the
reason why people just barely able to function often reject psychiatric
help' (ibid, p.12). The questioning of reality points to what we may call
the paradox of insanity, referring to the claim that 'deeply unhappy'
people may not themselves experience their unhappiness (see e.g., Laing,
1961). This paradox seems to give way to professionals' unlimited power
to define, classify, and categorize those thought of as insane insofar as
they, as professionals, are inscribed in the discourse of science and the
corresponding hierarchies of truth, according to which they always
already possess the truth. In the case of the psy professions, this leads to
a progressive development of the discourses of psychiatrization and
professionalization of particular private problems and forms of life which
are constructed as scientific or psychologizable problems (Gergen, 1991).
We are, in other words, confronted with what Gergen calls a spiraling
cycle of deficit (ibid, p. 13) in accordance to which an increasing number
of people are objectified as insane. While bearing in mind WHO's
estimate that 'still more people will be suffering from insanity,' this
development seems to continue, and due to the dominance of the biotechnological discourse, the cn'tical voices warn against turning society
into a 'drug dependent society' insomuch as this development implies
that there will be still more medicalized people: this includes an expanding number of young people25 that are diagnosed and medicated as
schizophrenics, at the same time as schizophrenia is divided into still
more subcategories, corresponding to which an expanding number of
private problems are objectified in accordance with the construct of
schizophrenia. In the same way, still more children are diagnosed and
medicated as depressive or, in accordance with the construction of such
diagnoses as Attention Deficit-Hyperactivity Disorder, ADHD, treated for
'inattention,' 'hyperactivity,' or impulsivity' (Breggin, 2000, Jansson,
1995).
In relation to the continuous progression of the number of diagnoses,
including the continuous re/construction of existing diagnoses, it seems
necessary to call into question the classification systems: opposing the
belief in the progressive development of science, and the corresponding
belief in objects always already being 'out there' waiting to be 'discovered' by the rational gaze of the scientist, some of the critical voices maintain that these objects are not new discoveries that have been waiting to
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be discovered in the course of the progressive development of science.
Rather, these objects are whole new objects constructed as objects for
science folding into the construction of a whole new 'regime of knowledges,' and thus connected to the constitution of new professionals and
professions (Foucault, 1980, p. 112).
In view of this development, critical voices warn against the naturalized belief in the progressive development of sciences, including the psy
disciplines, due to which the number of categories and subcategories
continues to expand. Due to this development, Gergen thus argues that
it might 'soon be difficult to find problems and forms of life that can
withstand categorization, classification and medicalization' (1999, p.40).
Objecting to the progressive development of psy sciences and encouraging resistance, Gergen therefore maintains:
Current practices ofpsychodiagnosis are injurious not only to persons treated
by mental health professionals but also to the society more generally. Diagnostic categories have no validio, outside of groups who already committed to them. Diagnostic categories Ainction largely as moral judgments, reconstruction socially undesirable actions as diseases. 77:e number Of labels for
«mentally illness" has expanded exponentially over the present century, and
there are currently no means of curtailing this form of deficit categorization [...] .26

The objective is, in other words, to deconstruct the progressive development of the psy sciences while pointing to the circularity of the construction of particular objects for science, the construction of professionals, and the construction of a profession. We must thus transgress the
practices of diagnostics insofar as these practices give way to a still
expanding number of diagnoses, according to which still more subjects
are marginalized, excluded and medicated at the same time as there is a
still expanding number of professionals whose job it is to take charge of
the diagnosed and medicated objects of science. The possible deconstruction of the this discourse involves, as mentioned earlier, the struggles over what is to be viewed as the legitimate definition of professionalism, which is related to the construction of what are to be viewed as
legitimate conceptualizations, categorizations and classifications as well
as legitimate intervention practices of the profession. In relation to these
struggles, the dominant position of biotechnology makes it possible for
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the biotechnological voice to claim scientificity over alternative voices, and

therefore:
Soteria disappeared from the consciousness of American psychiatry. Its
difficult for the field to acknowledge, assimilate, and use. It
did not fit into the emerging scientific, descriptive, biomedical character
of American psychiatry, and, in fact, called nearly every one of its tenets
into question. In particular, it demedicalized, dehospitalized, :let)rofessionalized, and deneurolepticized what Szasz (1976) has called "psychiatry's
scared cow" [schizophrenia]. As far as mainstream American psychiatry is
concerned, it is, to this day, an experiment that appears to be the object
of studied neglect (Frances et al., 1996, cited in Mosher, 1999a).
message was

In this way, the critical voices seem to have lost their struggles over
the legitimate definition of professionalism insomuch as alternative
projects, such as Soteria, were closed down despite their success. The
neglect of Soteria seems, nonetheless, to contrast the discourse of science
inasmuch as this project succeeds while playing the game of science. The
researchers involved in the Soteria project thus conducted the studies
following the required scientific methodological standards, and built up
the studies as well as the evaluations of the studies in accordance with
these standards. Consequently, the researchers involved could expect
this to give the project scientific credibility. Instead, Soteria was closed
down: since then, Soteria, as well as its past and present successors, is
frequently neglected or disqualified, due to a disqualification of the
relational perspective of the studies and the corresponding basic tenets of
the project demedicalization, dehospitalization and deprofessionalization.
77ze biotechnological voice thus maintains:
-

Mosher apparently still sees the issue as a choice between medications
and psychological treatment (he says, "Schizophrenia, can often be overcome with the help of meaningful relationships rather than with drugs"),
[...] It is now well established that illnesses such as schizophrenia and
bipolar disorder generally require medication, that many countries no
longer allow a placebo group in clinical trials with these disorders
(Goodwin, 1999).

The disqualification of Soteria implies in this way a disqualification of
the scientificity of the studies, in that the studies are said to be unscientific. The scientific voice thus argues that the project represents only a
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limited group of people and therefore, is of no

scientific use:
Incidentally, Mosher's 1970s "study" purporting to compare "meaningful
relationships" with medication was no such thing. A true scientific inquiry
would have required a single pool of patients randomly assigned either
psychotherapy or drug groups [recall that this is what they did!]. The
report was simply an interesting description of their experience with a
group of patients who, at least in the short run, did not seem to require
medication (ibid.).

The Soteria studies, in other words, took part in the struggles over
scientificity. However, threatening the dominant clinical gaze of the
discipline, the disqualification of Soteria was followed by an exclusion
and marginalization of at least one of the researchers involved in the
project:

The experiment worked better than expected. Over the initial six weeks,
patients recovered as quickly as those treated with medication in hospitals. The results of the study were published in scores of psychiatric journals, nursing journals and books, but the project lost its funding and the
facility was closed. Amid the storm of controversy that followed, control
of the research project was taken out of my hands. I also faced an investigation into my behavior as chief of the National Institute of Mental
Health's Center for Studies of Schizophrenia and was excluded from
prestigious academic events. By 1980, I was removed from my post altogether. All of this occurred because of my strong stand against the overuse of medication and disregard for drug-free, psychological interventions
to treat psychological disorders (Mosher, 1999b).

The construction of scientificity of a certain position within a profession thus entails the reification of the conceptualizations, categorizations
and classifications as well as intervention practices of the position in
question. At the same time, the construction of scientificity implies
struggles over scientificity in connection to which the dominant voice of
a profession may silence and negate alternative voices - that is, the
opponents' perspectives, including their scientificity and accordingly
their professionalism, while claiming their position to be defective in
some other way. As we have seen, both the biotechnological voice and the
cdtical voices are involved in the negation of the opponent's position.
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Still, it is the critical voices that are sitenced due to the dominance of
biotechnology, which seems be a good reason to continue to listen to
what they have to say and continue to ask how the hierarchization within
sciences is taking form now.

Scientificity in Question

Philosophy tries to think what the sciences do not think, what they do not
want to and cannot think, what they sometimes forbid, what they keep
onehom thinking, what they are notyet thinking, what they haveforgotten, what they have covered up, what they do not know how to project. It
keeps as its most precious possession a freedom of thought that the sciences, in their procedures, can never allow themselves ... Serres, 1982

The disqualification of particular studies, and the corresponding exclusion and marginalization of some voices, is connected to the discourse of
science, and the construction of scientific professions. While inscribed in
the discourse of science, scientists are determined to make science out of
their studies; therefore they build up the scientificity of their descriptions
according to the dominant hierarchy of truth. Descriptions at one end of
the hierarchy are considered to be non-factual, subjective and problematic because they are thought to be dependent on the speaker. Conversely,
descriptions at the other end of the hierarchy are considered to be
factual, objective and unproblematic because they are thought to be
independent of the speaker (Latour and Woolgar, 1979).27
Scientific descriptions are traditionally placed in the latter end of the
hierarchy, inasmuch as they are thought of as 'facts,' that is, objective
descriptions of the facts of the objects in question, and as a result,
scientists are thought to be objective gazes receiving these facts. Due to
the method of empiricism, and the corresponding construction of scientific rationalities, scientists claim therefore that they are not just doing
what every other scientist would do. Instead, they claim, they are doing
what they are doing and describing what they are describing because
they, as scientific rationalities, make rational judgments based on objective discoveries of the 'reality' of the object in question, which in the
discourse of science is believed to be separate and external to the scientific gaze. The factuality of descriptions of schizophrenia (for example),
in other words, is believed to be the outcome of scientific discoveries and
observations which then are believed to reveal how the subject con-
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structed as an object for science, namely as schizophrenic, essentially is.
The 'pure' descriptions of science result, in the case of the psy disciplines, in the 'pure' descriptive language of the classification systems,
and descriptions in admission protocols. A short version of such a protocol could be

as

follows:

Patient's name, currentfunctioning and ident*ing data: C, young unmarried
woman, 28 years of age, and schizophrenic since her mid teens. The patient grew up living with both her parents and being the younger of two
girls. The sister shows no signs of mental illness. The patient has no children, and has, until recently, been living with her parents. She has now
her own apartment though right next to her parents. She went to College, but dropped out after half a year. The patient has lived on social
security and has never had a job. She has contact with both her parents
and her sister, but has a poor social network outside the family.
Chief complaints: The patient's present problems are associated with interpersonal relationships, which have to do with difficulties in coping with
others' company, from which she tends to withdraw. Further, the patient
suffers from disorganization, depersonalization and has problems mixing
with others, in that she is not always able to tell where her body stops and
where the rest of the world begins. This is mixed with magical thinking,
which is characteristic of delusions, as well as feelings of blurred identity
and dissociation, according to which the patient feels she has to withdraw
from others in order get a sense of who she is. The patient was committed to the hospital last week after a suicide attempt, which she connects
to feelings of powerlessness. She tends however to be somewhat resistant
in acknowledging that she is suffering from schizophrenia, and accordingly lacks insight as to the seriousness of her illness.
Family and past psychiatric history: The patient had her first psychotic
breakdown in her late teens. This was related to depressive feelings and
according to which she describes feelings of hopelessness, lack of motivation and apathy, and confused sense of self, related to blurred feelings of
who she was. The family relations seem to be dominated by infantile dependence and defusing of roles. The patient's mother has had a "breakdown," and thus there seems to be a history of vulnerability on the
mother's side of the family.
-

In order to create descriptions such as these, scientists and professionals alike must, on the one hand, acknowledge the preconstruction of
schizophrenia as an object for the scientific gaze, as well as its observations and discoveries. This has been the scientific truth of schizophrenia
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since the nineteenth century, where it was constructed as an object for
science: by Kraepelin, who used the term dementia praecox (early dementia) and by Bleuler, who constructed the term schizophrenia. On the other

hand, due to the dominant position of biotechnology, scientists that
inscribe in the discourse of psy must recognize the biotechnological
'facts' of schizophrenia, in accordance with the newest classification
systems holding the brain disease hypotheses to be true. The scientific
gazes, in other words, are expected to take the construct of schizophrenia
as true, and insofar as they inscribe in the dominant discourse of biotechnology, they are expected to 'discover' and describe their 'data' on
schizophrenia in accordance with the language of this discourse. The
discourse of biotechnology thus constitutes a particular language community (Kuhn, 1962), in accordance to which 'pure' scientific descriptions
must be organized around the metaphors of biogenetics.
Scientists that build up biotechnological constructs of schizophrenia,
as does Andreasen in Brave Nezu Brain (2001), therefore initially refer to
family, twin and adoption studies, pointing to the genetic dispositions of
the objects in question. Gene-essentialists, in other words, presuppose
that these studies provide the first 'evidence' of the biogenetic basis of
schizophrenia. In order to prove their point, gene-essentialists refer to
results of studies which claim that the immediate biological relatives of
schizophrenics have about ten times greater a risk of developing schizophrenia than the general population. Also connected to the geneessentialist explanation, Leff and Vaughn's (1985) Expressed EmotionS
Hypothesis holds schizophrenia to be due to a genetic vulnerability coupled
with environmental and psychosocial stressors. According to this hypothesis, the development of schizophrenia, on the one hand, is determined by an inherited genetic vulnerability to schizophrenia and on the
other hand, by the amount and type of stress the objects of this vulnerability experience over time. Schizophrenics are in this way believed to
be genetically more vulnerable to stress than non-schizophrenics. Admission interviews and reports in connection to these studies, as we have
seen, are structured in the way that 'family and past psychiatric history'
become an important matter for attention.
For further evidence of the gene-essentialist thesis of schizophrenia,
neuroscientists, like Andreasen, make use of various imaging technologies, such as MRI scans. These scans are assumed to grant evidence to
the thesis that schizophrenia occurs because something interrupts the
development of the brain, whereas MRL scans are assumed to reveal
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'substantial structural brain abnormalities,' such as 'smaller brain size
and enlarged ventricles.' Insofar as genetic studies cannot identify any
one gene, and scan studies cannot identify any specific regional abnormalities or nerve cell lesions as causing schizophrenia, the causes of
schizophrenia are presumed to be, on the one hand, 'multifactorial involving multiple genes and possibly even different genes in different
individuals' - and on the other hand, a 'misconnection syndrome' which is a disorder that 'damages the way regions are connected to one
another, so that a breakdown in signal transfer occurs' (Andreasen,
2001).
In accordance with the neuro-reductionism of the localization theory,
gene-essentialists in this way reduce what traditionally have been taken
to be psychological factors to pure physiology (Uttal, 2001). As a result
of this reduction, the 'schizophrenic brain' is compared to 'a malfunctioning computer.'28 Viewed as such, the functioning of the schizophrenic brain is described as 'the various nodes in brain networks sending information back and forth in a way that causes file corruption,
garbled information, or crashes.'
In addition to MRI and MRL scans, PET scans are used to measure
changes in blood-flow and are presumed to be related to particular brain
functions; these scans are claimed to provide evidence of abnormal
blood-flow patterns in the schizophrenic brain while performing a variety
of tasks. Andreasen claims that this indicates 'that the cerebellum may be
malfunctioning as a 'metronome' or timekeeper, causing signaling to lose
its synchrony and coordination.' Furthermore, in addition to genetic and
brain studies, studies on brain chemistry 'reveal' that stimulants, such as
amphetamines, cause the release of the neurotransmitters dopamine and
amphetamine, which cause psychotic-like symptoms. In accord with the
cause and effect model of science, the biotechnological voice combines
the two, therefore resulting in the 'dopamine hypothesis of schizophrenia,' according to which schizophrenic symptoms are assumed to be due
to hyperactivity in the dopamine system. This thesis was the universally
accepted truth about schizophrenia until it was assumed that rather than
being caused by one neurotransmitter, 'schizophrenia occurs as a consequence of a much more complex chemical imbalance that includes
multiple neurotransmitter systems that interact with and modulate one
another' (Andreasen, 2001, pp.193-214).
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We need to Object
It would be fantastic if gene-essentialists were right and we were capable
of curing whatever problem it might be with biotechnologies - with a
pill, that is. Since this is far from the case, at this point we need to raise
two objections to these mechanistic explanations before continuing our
deconstructive questioning of science. First of all, we must call into
question the notion of causality in the scientific discourse, according to
which the cause is the source, and the effect the secondary given. It is,
however, on the basis of their observations of the 'effects,' such as
particular problems, that scientists become involved in the search for
'causes,' such as genes or neurotransmitters; the effect, therefore, becomes primarily given and the cause secondarily given. Or, as Nietzsche
says, 'if the effect is what causes the cause to become a cause, then the
effect, not the cause, should be treated as the origin.'29 In this way, the
whole hierarchy of cause and effect is based upon essentialist modes of
thinking, insomuch as the cause is viewed as the hidden essence, which
then causes certain effects, as in gene-essentialist thinking, according to
which defective genes are believed to cause 'schizophrenia.' The effect
(schizophrenia), in other words, is turned into an effect of what was
already there, hidden in the cause as an already existing and inherited
potential; since 'causality in this way follozus the events rather than precedes them, we must abstain from using causality as an explanation,'
Latour says (1999, p. 152). The questioning of the hierarchy of cause
and effect then, is connected to the rejection of any kind of essentialism,
insomuch as we maintain that there are no hidden essences (causes)
merely waiting to be discovered so much as 'existence precedes essence.'
While having declined any kind of essentialism, instead we emphasize
the subject of difference and thus the possibility of alternative subjectivities, and in light of this, our second objection is related to the question:
What is the subject of the scientific discourse? In trying to grasp the trUth
about schizophrenia, gene-essentialists become involved in an empirical
neuro-reductionism, according to which the situated subjects of difference have disappeared. Consequently, the 'subject' is reduced to detached organs, such as brains, particular brain parts associated with
particular cognitive functions or even to minute parts of organs, such as
genes and neurotransmitters, which are all observed by the rational gaze
of scientists. The subject, in other words, is reduced to pure objects or
fractions of object-pieces, and for this reason, they are comparable to a
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'malfunctioning computer.' So, even though the biotechnological voice
of taking the 'whole human being' into account,
the 'subjects' of this discourse are reduced to something even less than
objects; they are, Braidotti writes:
stresses the importance

Reduced to less than their bodies, to organs without bodies, to organs
displaced from their lived and embodiment standpoint, which results in a
physical reduction according with which the lived bodies are fragmented,
and transformed into a factory of detachable pieces (Braidotti, 1994,
p.51, p.61).

In relation to this, it is understandable that the biotechnological voice
refutes alternative voices emphasizing relational engagement, insomuch
as the consequence of having given up the situated subject and focusing
instead on 'detachable pieces' require the biotechnological voice to give
up engaging in 'respectful and equal relationships and dialogue,' because
'no one can talk to detached and diseased organs'30 (Mosher & Burti,
1994, p.4).

The Authorization of Scientists
The discourse of biotechnology, however, authorizes psy scientists as
scientists while providing them, as we have seen, with a particular language of insanity; inscribed in the discourse of sciences, scientific descriptions come to seem a sort of truth telling, while at the same time,
providing scientists with a methodology, according to which scientific
discoveries and descriptions are thought to be based on empirical 'facts,'
which, Potter says, makes 'the conclusions reached come to seem necessary or even unavoidable' (1996, p.118). Scientific rationalities become,
in other words, kinds of truth tellers which we believe objectively discover the object of their studies in that they build up their descriptions as
if the object, and the truth about it, was always already 'out there' merely
waiting to be revealed by the rational gaze of the scientist. Still, if the
methodological standards of empiricism were the only rules for constructing the scientificity of research, then everyone that followed these
standards could expect their research to be given scientific credibility,
and at the same time, they could expect to be authorized as professionals
within the discipline in question. Had this been the case, researchers
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involved in alternative projects that built up their studies and evaluations
in accordance with scientific standards - such as the Soteria project would have been authorized as professionals. Since this did not happen,
there must then be more to scientificity than just following the 'right'
methodological standards: we therefore claim that before doing science,
scientists must inscribe in the 'right,' that is, the dominant discourse of
the discipline in question.
In order to be authorized as professionals within a given discipline,
scientists and professionals alike undertake a long training at scientific
institutions where extensive human and nonhuman resources are involved in the making of'facts.' These resources include, as we have seen,
particular languages, methodologies, and technologies - such as imaging
technologies - in relation to which scientists-to-be, in accordance with
the dominant gene-essentialist position, are taught about the biogenetics
of insanity and the localization theory of neuro-reductionism, according
to which specific brain regions are associated with particular cognitive
processes. Moreover, within these institutions, scientists-to-be are taught
about the 'valid' conceptualizations, categorizations, and classifications,
as well as the valid research and intervention technologies within the
dominant discourse of the discipline, corresponding to what defines
professionalism within the discipline. The hierarchical position of scientific truths incorporated in these institutions therefore makes it difficult
for scientists to transgress the given truths of the discipline insomuch as
they have been authorized as scientists; that is, authorized to know
certain things about certain objects within these very institutions. The
hierarchy of these institutions makes it even more difficult for scientiststo-be to call into question the truths presented to them by the authority
inscribed in the buildings of scientific institutions, and by alreadyscientists and in scientific texts that refer to objective empirical discoveries conducted by authorized and maybe even Nobel Price wining scientists (see e.g. Andreasen, 2001). The abstract and complex scientific
language also makes it hard for non-scientists to question the truth of
science; so when told that 'schizophrenia' is a 'severe mental illness'
caused by genetically determined 'brain disease,' which needs to be
treated with neuroleptic drugs, then what alternatives do we have to this
truth? In this way, both scientists-to-be and non-scientists, as Gergen
says, are 'being pushed; are not being allowed to understand, to know
too much about what is presumed or has taken place' in the making of

facts (1999, p.56).
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The use of abstract and complex language strengthens in this way the
of scientificity, and accordingly, scientists are taught to discover
and describe preconstructed objects in accordance with the conceptualizations, categorizations, classifications, and research and intervention
technologies valid to the dominant discourse within the particular discipline. Consequently, in the course of being authorized, scientists will be
trained to know the 'right' conceptualizations, categorizations, classifications, and so forth, so as to ensure that they are capable of discovering
and describing precisely these objects in accordance with the dominant
discourse of the discipline (see e.g. Kuhn, 1962, and chapter 4). To be
sure, it takes excessive studying and practicing to become a 'learned
professional,' and to learn the conceptualizations, categorizations and
classifications of the diagnostic classification systems. In this process, one
sense

learns to translate the 'pure' scientific descriptions into the problems of

real people. These translations can, however, be rather difficult insofar as
it is far from obvious that the particular problems correspond to the
particular symptoms of a particular insanity; few problems are thus
comparable to textbook symptoms. And visa versa, once incorporated
into one's mode of perceiving, thinking and talking, it can indeed be
difficult to transgress these conceptualizations, categorizations and
classifications; everyone therefore, comes to seem more or less insane.
Studies such as Being Sane in Insane Places by Rosenhan et al. (1973)
illustrate the difficulties professionals may have transgressing what they
have been taught. In these studies, Rosenhan and six other 'sane' people
participated in a study where they admitted themselves to different
psychiatric hospitals. On the one hand, the aim was to see whether the
diagnoses resided in the patients or in the situation and on the other
hand, if the participants would be discovered to be 'sane.' During the
admission interview, the participants would complain of hearing voices,
but other than this one symptom, they had no complaints and behaved
'normally.' However, once inside the hospital, the participants displayed
no symptoms: thus they behaved normally in order to be released as
soon as possible. Nonetheless, all but one participant were diagnosed
with schizophrenia and those objectified as schizophrenic were all medicated. The length of their hospitalization ranged from 7 to 52 days, and
in their release files they were described as having 'schizophrenia in
remission.' During their stay at the institutions, the participants would
seek normal contact with the staff and ask questions such as, 'Could you
tell me when I am eligible for grounds privileges?' A common response
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this question would be, 'Good morning, Dave. How are you today?'
(ibid. p. 255). The professionals would then move on without becoming
involved in any further conversation. It is thus not necessary for professionals to respond in the way one would be expected to respond had the
other been considered 'normal.'
What this study illustrates is that professionals in psychiatric instituto

tions are prone to 'see' things that may not be there (delusions?). The
rational gaze of these institutions seems, in other words, to discover and
describe what they have been taught to discover and describe. Further,
insofar as they see the other in the context of the institutionalized truths
of the discipline, the other is always already seen as a potential patient.
Therefore, within these institutions, professionals seek, in accordance
with the language of deficits, the insanity rather than the sanity of others.
This corresponds to the behavior of the participants in Being Sane in
Insane Places, which was always already seen as insane and accordingly,
taking notes of their experiences in the hospital was seen as just another
symptom of their insanity. Studies such as this show that it is difficult,
and maybe even impossible, for professionals to transgress the diagnostic
discourse insofar as this is the way they have been taught to always
already perceive, to think and talk about, and to act upon themselves as
professionals and the other, who is always already seen as a potential

object of science.
As a consequence, the construction of scientificity within a particular
discipline is related to the construction of scientific objects and fundamental presuppositions about these objects. Accordingly, the scientificity
of scientists and professionals alike rests upon their ability to know cenain
things about certain objects. Then, rather than being objective discoveries,
scientists within a discipline base their research, their observations and
discoveries, and construct descriptions on a given object while acknowledging the construct of particular objects as scientific objects - and at the
same time acknowledging fundamental presuppositions or 'laws' about
these objects, such as the biogenetic construct of schizophrenia. To sum
up, the dominant discourse of a profession determines the objects of the
discipline as well as the facts about these objects, while defining the valid
conceptualizations, categorizations, classifications, research, and intervention technologies corresponding to the dominant definition of scientificity. Science in the making therefore implies a reification of the
fundamental presuppositions about the objects constructed as scientific
objects within a discipline, which in the case of the psy disciplines,
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involves the construction of 'insanities' such as 'schizophrenia' and
'schizophrenia as a brain disease.'
So, due to the dominance of the biotechnological discourse, the presuppositions of this discourse have come to be the universal and objective truths about the particular problems constructed and professionalized as scientific problems in accordance with the scientific laws on
'insanity'. Working from within the discourse of science, the scientificity
of scientists, and the professionalism of professionals, rest accordingly
upon their ability to create scientific truths corresponding to the fundamental presuppositions of the dominant discourse within the discipline.
Insofar as it is the dominant discourse that determines which research is
to be considered 'good' science or granted scientificity, scientists avoid
treating scientific discoveries, descriptions and truths in relation to the
particular interests and expectations of the discourse.
Since the scientificity of a particular discipline, particular truths, and
the corresponding fundamental presuppositions about particular objects
are authorized at the same time as scientists are authorized as professionals within a particular discipline, then calling into question the preconstructed objects and the presuppositions of the discipline entails questioning the whole profession. Such questioning is therefore likely to be
rejected by scientists who are already authorized as scientists insofar as
their professionalism rests upon these objects and presuppositions. For
the same reason, scientists questioning these objects and presuppositions
are likely to fail to be authorized as professionals and instead find themselves, as well as their research, disqualified and marginalized (Bourdieu,
1994, and Kuhn, 1962). So when alternative studies are disqualified and
researches silenced and marginalized, this is due to the hierarchies of
truths, according to which the scientificity of any study and the corresponding authorization of professionals, is not something that follows
naturally from a certain methodological and theoretical position or a
certain practical training. Instead, the authorization of scientists and
professionals alike is something that follows from their acknowledgment
of the preconstructed objects, which they must re/discover and
re/describe in accordance with the fundamental presuppositions of the
dominant discourse within the discipline in question.
The deconstructive questioning of the subject of reason, the rational
scientific gaze, imply, however, calling into question the fundamental
presuppositions of any scientific discipline, as well as the questioning of
the objects constructed as scientific objects for the particular science -
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which is to say, the objects upon which the scientificity of the science in
question rests corresponding to the scientificity of the scientists and
professionalism of the professionals within the particular science. We
must, in other words, eventually deconstruct the epistemology of the
particular profession, which implies calling into question the whole
discourse of science upon which the scientificity of the particular science
rests. In the case of psy sciences, we therefore continue our questioning
of the preconstructed objects of these sciences as well as the basic presuppositions about these objects.
-

Deficit Practices
In accordance with the hierarchization of knowledges, the hierarchical
positioning of scientific 'facts' and of scientists is incorporated into the
whole social body through the family, educational institutions, policy
and the media. Knowledge hierarchies, in other words, have been naturalized into our everyday perceptions, thinking, and practices and we
therefore seldom question the 'facts' of scientific knowledges. Insofar as
the hierarchical positioning of scientists is incorporated into the whole
social body, we turn our attention toward the scientists representing
these knowledges rather than upon the knowledges themselves. This
means that rather than turning our attention toward the content of the
scientific knowledges we are presented with, we turn toward the hierarchical positioning of scientists; that is, our attention is on 'the reporter
rather than on the content of what is being reported,' notes Potter (1996,
p. 115).

While believing that scientific knowledge stands for the truth of the
phenomenon in question, we come to understand and act upon ourselves
and others in accordance with these knowledges. In the case of the psy
disciplines, this implies that we come to see ourselves and others as
potential psy patients; we therefore seek out professionals for descriptions, explanations and cures for our problems, while expecting that they
possess the 'true' knowledge about these problems. Our problems, in
other words, have been constructed as objects for professionals, that is,
scientific problems. Accordingly, the very existence of psy professionals
and psy institutions makes this seem the right way of objectifying our
problems, and therefore professionals and institutions seem to be the
right people and right places to seek help. We are thus creating the
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necessity for particular professionals and professionalized knowledges at
the same time as the existence of these professionals inscribed in institutions holding these knowledges create the necessity for the continuous
re/construction of potential objects for these knowledges and institutions
(Foucault, 1980, and Gergen, 1991).
This points to the circularity between the construction of scientific
objects, the construction of scientists' knowing and scientific knowledge
about these objects, and non-professionals constructing themselves and
others as potential objects for these knowledges. This circularity is
reinforced in accordance with the construction of the hierarchized world,
within which the hierarchical positioning of scientific knowledges is given
special credence, and once incorporated into the whole social body, we
may therefore either go ourselves or be brought to the emergency room
of psy institutions. Whether we go ourselves or are brought to the emergency room of psy institutions, we are in this specific emergency room
always already seen as potential psy patients. While some accept being
objectified as such, others resist, but once inside these institutions, those
resisting categorization and medication risk being seen as someone
suffering from 'denial' in terms of 'lack of insight into the seriousness of
their illness,' and 'non-compliance,' an attitude that is dominant in total

institutions in general (see e.g. Kemp & Kemp, 1998).

Trapped in the Truth of Science
Laing and Esterson illustrate in their book Sanity, Madness and the
Family (1963), upon which the film Family Lde is built, how the discourse of science and the corresponding knowledges of the discourse of
psy are incorporated into the whole social body. They do So through
analyses of the ways the young women that participate in their studies
are constructed as schizophrenics in their families, and later in psychiatric institutions, in ways that make schizophrenia appear to be a neutral
and objective category.
Both the families and the professionals thus consider the 'facts' or
symptoms of schizophrenia to be negative. The families pronounce in the
interviews with the professionals that they have only positive intentions
toward the young women. They insist, in this way, that they want what is
best for the women, and they maintain this to be the reason why they
have brought the women to the emergency room, that is the reason why
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they have constructed them as potential patients in need of professional
help. The families then underline a series of positive assessments about
the young women by saying, for example, that the women always were
such 'quiet, nice and clever girls.' The function of these assessments is to
support the facticity of their stories about the problems they are now
faced with, insofar as they construct the young women's problems as
something they indeed did not want to happen, and something that
really saddens them. The families continue the building up the facticity
of their stories, while constructing stories about how 'good, nice, and
easy' the young women always were until they all of a sudden fell into
mental illness, becoming still more difficult, and withdrawn, and behaving still more 'strangely.'
In view of this, the families then tell that they to begin with were reluctant to recognize the seriousness of the young women's problems, but
that they, despite their initial doubt - and wishes and hopes, experienced
that they were forced to face the facts due to the young women's suddenly change and strange behavior, which is to say, because of the
symptoms that they reluctantly observed. They continue accordingly to
describe the symptoms they have observed as independent of their
wishes, hopes, interests and intentions. They 'wish it to be otherwise,'
but they 'were finally forced to face reality: Whenever their stories are
questioned, they present counter-interests, and refer to their doubt - and
wishes and hopes, which they explain was followed by careful evaluations
of facts such as the young women's withdrawal countered by their
interest and care for them (see Laing and Esterson, 1963, and Potter,
1996).

The families, as well as the professionals in these studies, build up the
stories about the reality of the young women's schizophrenic symptoms,
in accordance with the discourse of science and corresponding canons of
empiricist methodology, in relation to which they claim the neutrality of
their discoveries and descriptions. Therefore, building up the scientificity
of their discoveries and descriptions, both the families and the professionals maintain that they possessed an initial naivety, that is, scientific
skepticism and negative expectations. The families, however, have
brought the young women to the psychiatric emergency room and having
done so, they have always already objectified the women as potential
patients, and their problems as a specific sort of problems; namely
problems that need to be understood in accordance with the discursive
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practices of the discourses of psychiatrization used by professionals
within these specific institutions.
The women's problems, in other words, are inscribed in specific discursive practices in which the words that are used and the action taken
only gain meaning when they are exercised within these particular
discourses: today, this would always involve medication, and constructed
as schizophrenics, the women's problems would be described through
the use of concepts such as 'hallucinations, delusions, disorganized
speech, disorganized behavior, and inappropriate emotions,' which are
said be an 'exaggeration of normal functions,' and described as the
'positive symptoms of schizophrenia' ; and concepts such as 'alogia, anhedonia, avolition, affective blunting, and attentional impairment,' which
are said to be the 'loss of normal functions,' and described as the 'negative symptoms of schizophrenia' (Andreasen, 2001, pp. 196-97).
Insofar as the construct of schizophrenia and the corresponding concepts about schizophrenic symptoms lose meaning outside the discourse
of science, and insofar as any fixed subjectivity such as schizophrenic is a
construction, then what the families and professionals take to be neutral
observations of schizophrenia may as well be seen as observations of
nothing - mirroring only the constructs of the discourse of psy - which is
to say that both the families and the professionals always already see the
young women through the lenses of the psy discourse: the families, by
bringing the women to this specific emergency room, and the professionals, by being inscribed in the discourse of science within these specific
institutions (like the professionals in the study of Rosenhan et al.). In
other words, regardless of how potential patients see themselves, and/or
are seen by others, when entering the emergency room of psy institutions, they are always already objectified as potential psy patients - by
themselves and/or by those who brought them there. So, when entering
this specific emergency room, their problems are always already constructed as a particular sort of problems; namely, individual and scientific problems in accordance with the laws of the psy disciplines. Further,
having individualized their problems, neither the family, friends, or
colleagues to whom they are related are evaluated for their possible
participation in the construction of the problems in question (see e.g.
Serensen, 1996). They are, in other words, objectified as potential psy
patients by themselves and/or by others, which means that they themselves and/or those who brought them to the emergency room will expect
or perhaps even demand to be given particular scientific explanations
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about the problems in question; and the professionals will be there ready
to provide them with these explanations.
While calling into question the discourse of science and the corresponding construction, as well as the positioning of (scientific) rationalities, within the hierarchized world, including the phallocentric authority
of parents over 'their' children, neither the families nor the professionals
of Laing and Esterson's study can claim to be neutrally and objectively
observing and describing the young women; they have always already
constructed these young women as scientific objects, corresponding to
which they see them as potential patients, otherwise they would not have
brought them to this specific emergency room.

The Paradox of Modernity
The technologies of the discourses of medicalization, in this way, are
related to the subjugation of the whole social body, according to which
forms of social control are incorporated into subjects through technologies such as diagnostics, phamarcotherapy and psychoterapy. On the one
hand, people whose problems are constructed as scientific problems
within the dominant discourses of medicalization are therefore expected
to 'comply by participating in their own medical treatment,' or otherwise
face forced_medication. On the other hand, they are also expected to
gain insight into the seriousness of their 'illness' in accordance with the
truths of the dominant knowledges (the brain disease hypotheses, for
example), which they are taught about by professionals. Though turned
into scientific objects, 'patients' may still resist both categorization and
medication, in this way resisting being constructed as fixed subjectivities
such as schizophrenic. They risk, nonetheless, becoming passive and
obedient, or what Foucault (1975) calls manageable docile bodies, due to
institutionalization, the annihilative effects of medication, and not least
due to the processes of sublectification taking place inside as well as
outside the institutions of reason. According to these processes, the
whole social body is invaded due to the dominance of the discourse of
science, corresponding to which the discourse of medicalization and the
technologies of medication have become means of normalization and
discipline: that is, forms of the social control of individualized bodies,
such as the use of neuroleptics whose flattening effect suppress resistance
or what is seen as 'aggression, rebelliousness, and spontaneous activity.'
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In other words, insofar as the dominance of discourses of medicalization are followed by a general medication of individualized subjects,
which indeed seems to be the case, then modern societies are societies in
which normalization and discipline come into focus in order to reach a
desired rational order. Further, since the aim of these societies is to
normalize, discipline and control bodies by inducing the 'right' insight,
these technologies then become technologies of power, which dependent
upon bodies, become 'non-sovereign disciplinary rather than sovereign
types of power' (see Foucault, 1961, 1975). The technologies of power
in modern societies, in other words, take form in relation to the development of hierarchized societies that, following the Enlightenment, hold
the paradox of modernity. This is characterized, Foucault writes, 'by a
legislation, a discourse, and organization based on the democratic rights
of each individual to a voice, whose principle of articulation is the social
body, and at the same time by networks of disciplinary institutions, such
as total institutions, within which the purpose is to assure the cohesion of
the same social body' (1980, pp.105). Through the deconstructive
questioning of the hierarchized world then, we must accordingly call into
question these technologies and the corresponding discourses of individualization, normalization, and discipline, including the technologies of
institutionalization. Therefore, before continuing the deconstructive
questioning of the discourse of science, which will be the focal point in
chapter 4, the making of these technologies and the hierarchies in which
they inscribe will be the point of interest in the following chapter.

3

De/stabilizing the Hierarchical Order

Myth exists, but one must guard against thinking that
people believe in it: this is the trap of critical thinking
that can only be exercised if it presupposes the naivete
and stupidity of the masses - Baudrillard, 1981

Since the purpose of deconstructive questioning is to deessentialize and
denaturalize any fixed subjectivity, we will need to consider the hierarchization of knowledges, according to which scientific knowledge appears to be universal and objective. While opposing all forces of essentialization, naturalization and dehistorization, constructs such as schizophrenia (or any other fixed subjectivity) must therefore be seen as arbitrary constructs that have been essentialized and naturalized in accordance with the discourse of opposites, followed by processes of othering,
according to which the other which always includes non-reason and
thus 'the insane' - is subjugated, silenced, stigmatized, and marginalized.
The 'reality' of any fixed subjectivity, in other words, has been constituted as a universal and objective 'fact' in accordance with hierarchical
and oppositional ways of thinking, by which the phallocentric subject of
reason, such as scientific rationalities, have become a hierarch.
The processes of hierarchization and the corresponding processes of
othering may, therefore, like Foucault (1961) suggests, be seen as connected to the contrasting of reason versus non-reason, or *madness,'
which we must call into question so as to rid ourselves of hierarchical
and oppositional ways of thinking. We may do So through a historization
of the dehistorization, a deessentialization of the essentialization, a
-
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denaturalization of the naturalization of the division between opposites,
as Foucault proposes in Madness and Civilization:
We have yet to write the history of that other form of madness, which by
men, in an act of sovereign reason, confine their neighbors and recognize
each other through the merciless language of non-madness; to define the
moment of this conspiracy before it was permanently established in the
realm of truth [...] What is originative is the caesura that establishes the
distance between reason and non-reason; reason's subjugation of nonreason [...] we shall have to speak of this act of scission, of this distance
set, of this void instituted between reason and what is not reason...(Foucault, 1961, p. xi-xiD.

While the hierarchy of opposites and the corresponding division between reason and non-reason goes through the whole social body, it
turns human relationships into hierarchical relationships between those
who know and those who do not knozu, or those who always already'know

less,' and whose knowledge therefore is devalued, disqualified, or even
silenced. Scientific rationalities are placed at the very top of these hierarchies as the objective 'guardians of Reason' insomuch as their knowledge
is thought to be absolute and universal. This is contrary to the everyday
knowledge of the crowd, which has fallen into the natural attitude of the
lived world, and whose knowledge therefore is believed to be merely
relative, practical and commonsensical. Situated low in the knowledge
hierarchies of society, the crowd may be portrayed as a set of irrational
hedonists enslaved by primitive drives, wild neurotransmitters, and/or
defective genetic inheritances. Therefore, in order to build a rational
ordered society and thus avoid ending up attacking one another in a
Hobbesian war of all against all, the whole social body must submit to
reason.
In other words, scientific knowledge becomes a necessity in the building of a bureaucratic and rationally ordered society, in which the subject
of reason must look after, educate, and treat the crowd. So due to the
conviction that scientific knowledge is different from and closer to truth
than everyday knowledges, scientific knowledge, then, is thought to be a
necessity in order to set up order against disorder, reason against nonreason. What is interesting is the fact that the knowledges valued most in
society are unequally distributed insofar as they are the possession of just

a few scientific rationalities. Furthermore, the institutions in which they
are taught and used are restricted, and the scientific theories are rarely

De/stabilizing the Hierarchical Order

105

known to people outside the scientific context, even though scientific
knowledges, such as psy knowledges and technologies, have a great
impact upon the whole social body. Due to the hierarchization of knowledges, the relationship between scientific knowledges and everyday
knowledges thus becomes a hierarchical relationship between the one
voice of the phallocentric reason against the many voices of the inferior
crowd. Scientific knowledge, as Latour notes, becomes 'the distributed
knowledge of the whole about the whole into an expert knowledge held
by a few,' (Latour, 1999, p.237).
Thus, scientific knowledges subjugate everyday knowledges, corresponding to the division between reason and non-reason; in trying to
destabilize the hierarchization of knowledges, we must explore how these
knowledges have come to govern the whole social body. In relation to
this, we propose that the hierarchization of knowledges is connected to
the processes of normalization and inculcation of scientific knowledge
and language, which at the same time is folded into the construction of
including the phallocentric family - in which
institutions of reason
subjects of reason define and decide the fate of those constituted as other
including women, children and the insane - who in turn, are limited
and constrained to particular subjectivities, such as schizophrenia.
Within these hierarchies, those labeled, stigmatized and marginalized as
other do not seem to stand much of a chance against the limitations
placed upon them, inasmuch as the subjugation exercised by subjects of
reason is related to their being situated high up in the knowledge hierarchies, according to which they are constituted as authorities, and as such,
entitled to define the other - that is, to claim that they possess the truth
about whom we are, and whom we should be or should not be.31
Although we may object and resist the limitations of the dominant
knowledge hierarchies due to their being socialized into the whole social
body, they have an impact on our way of understanding and acting upon
ourselves and others. These hierarchies exercised within the various
institutions of reason are, in other words, folded into the discourses of
normalization, cultural disciplining and social contro4 according to which
we are constituted as particular subjects corresponding to the discourse
-

-

of opposites.
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Institutions of Reason
In accordance with the rational organizing of society, hierarchical organizations, such as disciplinary or total institutions, aim at disciplining,
educating and governing the whole social body, while focusing on individual subjects and individual bodies regarded essentially as machines
that can be finely tuned.32 The disciplinary power of these institutions of
reason depends upon the division of time and space, corresponding to
the confinement of people in enclosed institutions, which separates them
from the rest of the collective and permits the management of their body,
which then allows the careful arrangement and control of their time and
activities, but also for them to be observed, assessed, categorized and
described. l'his is a mode of regulation of subjects, corresponding to the
disciplining of the individual body, and related to the presupposed
objectivity, neutrality, and rationality of the discourse of science, which
in the case of psychiatric institutions, refers to the scientificity of the psy
disciplines insofar as these are believed to hold the truth about the
individual self in particular, and subjectivity in general.
The disciplining of the individual body, and the corresponding arrangement of time and activities, are a central feature of the disciplinary
aim of total institutions. In total institutions, such as psychiatric institutions, inmates are separated from the world outside, according to which
they come to lead an enclosed and formally governed life in accordance
with the rational disciplinary timing of activities. The arrangement of the
inmate's time, and the fact that all activities and all aspects of their lives
are conducted in the same place, causes the breaking down of barriers
that ordinarily separate different spheres of everyday life, such as private
and public life, free time and work time. So, in arranging the whole
world of inmates, these institutions come to have an all-encompassing
character, while being 'social hybrids characterized by being partly
residential communities and partly formal organizations,' as Goffman
says (1961, p. 12).

Like Foucault, Goffman has as one of the central themes of his work,
the disciplining of the body within total institutions, as well as the forces
of exclusion, in relation to which he points to the separation between the
outside and inside of these institutions. This separation soon becomes an
important part of most inmates' stories about themselves and their lives;
it becomes part of their fears and hopes for future participation in the
world. When addressing the division between the outside and inside,
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inmates talk about wanting to take part in the former, while experiencing
entrapment in the latter. Anna thus says; 'I've felt like a caged lion,' and
she continues, 'I want to be part of the society on the outside and to do
ordinary things. It's hard living this enclosed life separated from the
world while wanting so much to be out there.'
The division from the world outside may lead to an incompatibility
between the life inside the institution and the life outside it insofar as
inmates in these institutions undergo what Goffman refers to as processes of'disculturation and demoralization' (ibid. p. 13). These processes
are closely connected to the total planning of inmates' lives, and also to
the lack of anything sensible to do. In relation to this, living in these
institutions becomes demoralizing, in the sense that the life inmates live
in these institutions often makes them passive. This passivity is viewed as
yet another symptom, as evidence of or a 'fact' of their insanity, and only
seldom due to the pacifying situation in which they are situated namely, a situation in which a particular kind of power/knowledge is
exercised and in which, 'the rules, routines and norms of the institutions
are noticeably different form those outside the institution' (Giddens,
1984, p.60).
The stay in total institutions and the demands for obedience, compliance and subornation is, in other words, an untraining for living in the
world outside. And due to the processes of demoralization and disculturalization - and the corresponding breakdown of everyday rules,
routines, and norms - inmates may experience a sense of estrangement
from the world. Therefore, they may have difficulties returning to the
outside world under whose rules, routines and norms they no longer live.
Take Anna, for example, who tells us that she has difficulties talking with
people from the outside or George, who talks about having difficulties
managing everyday tasks after his return to the outside world; 'the first
six months after getting out from there, even simple things such as
cooking became a matter of concern. First, I had to find out what to
cook, then what to buy and where to buy it, and finally, how to cook it.
Since I had not done these kinds of things for more than two years, it
was just very difficult and took all day.'
As a result of the 'dissociation' from the world, exercised in and by
total insitutions, inmates and former inmates often have regrets about
the disculturalization they experience in relation to their institutionalization. Like Sarah, they believe that these processes begin instantaneously
with their being committed to an institution. Sarah thus says:
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Arriving at the hospital was like arriving at another planet. I didn't know about
the routines and norms there, and they seemed veg strange because they were so
different from what I was used to on the outside. I had, for example, to eat food

that we would never have eaten at home, you know, old-fashioned heavy food;
and you just had to eat it, because that's what you get, but also because you
have to comply.

Even if it was difficult to jigure out what it was that they wanted, I knew
that if I wanted to get out of there, I had to learn their routines and their norms,
and at least pretend that I agreed.

In this way, the encompassing character of total institutions involves a
basic split between the large managed group of inmates and a small
managing group of staff. The distance between the two is formally
prescribed, insofar as the staff must be neutral and objective in relation
to the inmates, representing 'reason' in accordance with which the whole
of the inmates' lives including the food they eat, when they can leave
the institution, and their everyday maintenance of hygiene and appearance, all of which are subjected to regimentation by others. In accordance with the 'rational plan of bureaucratic organizations, inmates are
under constant surveillance,' observes Giddens (1984, p.75).
The encompassing character of total institutions, moreover, involves
inmates' relationships with other people insofar as they are forced into
continual relationships with the staff as well as other inmates, which
might include people of mixed age, interests, and social background.
Total institutions, in other words, force people together who might have
nothing in common had they met in the outside world, yet they force
these people to live Closely together. The continual forced relations with
others leads to a lack of privacy, which is in contrast to the everyday
distance between self and others in the outside world, where, at least in
part, we can decide with whom we wish to be together and when. Should
-

inmates wish to withdraw from contact with others, due to a need for
privacy, this will most often be taken as yet another sign of their illness,
given that 'social withdrawal' is considered to be a key symptom of
mental illnesses such as schizophrenia.
The split between the inside and outside world, the organization of
inmates' whole lives, the forced continual relations with others, the lack
of privacy and consequently, the 'lack of inattention' from others, implies
that inmates, unlike people in the outside world, have no 'free time,' no
time of their own. Inmates in total institutions therefore undergo 'morti-
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fication of the self,' Goffman maintains (1961, p.28), which implies that
inmates are degraded - such as Anna when she says, 'I'm told what to
do; told, for example, to participate in this or that, which reminds me of
primary school.'
Since inmates' whole lives are inside these institutions, the mortification of self is related to the stories constituted about self in these institutions. In contrast to the heterogeneous stories about self accessible to
people in the outside world participating in 'the heteroglossia of life,'
only fixed subjectivities, that is, diagnostic stories of self, are accessible to
inmates inside institutions. As suggested earlier, these stories were
constituted before the individual inmate arrived at the institution, in
relation to which anyone who is committed to these particular institutions is always already seen as a potential patient. In other words, inmates are objectified as belonging to a unified group of mentally ill,
corresponding to the hierarchy of opposites, and in relation to which
their singularity is negated as well as their privacy, while they are always
already constrained to fixed scientific subjectivities. This, Bourdieu says,
is related to 'the construction of mental illness corresponding to the
construction of the psy sciences that have turned what could have remained a private, particular problem into a public and scientific problem, which the scientists must address accordance to the law on "insanity"'(1992, pp.238-39).
The reduction of self into a scientifically defective self, and the corresponding construction of inmates' problems into scientific problems,
often seems alienating to inmates. They resist, therefore, the reductionist
discourse and the continual focus upon problems, defects and deficits;
they might, like Anna, say that they 'are tired of knowledge,' that 'you
can focus so much on the pain that you become the pain' and they often,
like Anna, prefer to 'use other words' when they talk about their problems, and they might long to meet people with whom they can 'talk
about something else.' Anna continues:
I use Other Words
I've difficulties with some of those words used in diagnostics. That's not hmo I
viezu myself. There are other things beneath the sulface and it's always changing. Therefore I've difficulties with those definitions. I use other words rather
than talking about being mentally ill. One of my friends is schizophrenic, but I
don't say that. I say that there are wounds that need to be heated. You have
experienced something, which makes your life burdened.
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I've nothing against the use of diagnosis. I might have been depressive at one
time, or had a tendency to be depressive, and maybe I've been a little borderline.
I might also have been neurotic IAnna is diagnosed as a schizophrenic but does
mention this labell. I might have been through many of these things, but I'm not
only one of these things. That's why these terms are not so interesting. What's
interesting is how one uses them, and hozo one wants to develop in the future.
You suggested that 'we :flower and wither in relationships with other people:
I thought it was so simple and at the same time said so much, which is something that I sometimes forget while being hospitalized. That is, I forget to make
contact with other people outside the hospital. I wonder why I'm not more outgoing and why I've to be so burdened with problems instead of saying 'today I'm
going to have a good day.' If you embrace the world, then you'll find out that

whatyou give is returneci
Living at a psychiatric hospital is a hard life and having been here for more
than two years, your private life seems to disappear. It can be veg stressing and
I've been frustrated for a while because I've to comply with an arrangement that

I myself agreed to. I couldn't see any other possibility, if I was to avoid being
sent to the closed ward.
Sometimes one says 'yes' because to say 'no' is much too difficult. It has to do
with anxiety, but you can't Mlk about anxiety in a place like this. With so
many people around, you become naked and you feel the anxiety even more
intensely, or at least I do. There seems to be no room for constructive dialogues,
when your boundaries are violated in this way. You need to be by yourself some-

times in order to answer questions such as "who am I?" I need to be alone and
not to have to follow a set timemble that has been arrangedfor me. As a human
being you sometimes need to be alone in order to survive in the world in here but also in the outside world. I wish they would pay more anention to what it is

that I want, so that I could get on with my life outside this hospital. I need a
vacatwn.
I felt so fragile and therefore I was unable to Say 'no,' even if I wanted to. I

couldn't say no because of the consequences - which I didn't even dare to think

about. I didn't want to go against people, so I did things that I didn't want to
do. It was the only way I could survive. I tried to focus on the positive aspects,
but when bing in bed at night I knew that I wasn't happy. In here you Dy to
survive by trying not to think too much about your being here. I go for so long
walks simply to be by myself and in order to wipe the slate clean.

When I was on the closed ward I couldn't tell anybody how I felt. If I had
told anyone just hoto much it hurt being there, then I wouldn't have been able to
live with myself. Eve,yday I listened to the nes on the radio in order to keep up
with what was happening in the outside world. But even in this place - even
though this is an open ward, it still reminds me of being locked up. Instead of
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expressing my points of vietu about being here, it has been easier to keep them to
myself and pretend that it's not so hard being here.

I've met many nice people here, who have tried to help me, but it's hard to be
so close to people all of the time. I'm not social in that way. That in itself wears
you out even if it does provide you with a safe place where you might learn to be
with others. I've houiever come to the point where I can no longer accept people
not being sensitive to how I actually feel and what I want. I've kept it locked up
inside for so long in order to survive but now I don't want to pretend anymore.
So I've been consideying being discharged. I knoto I can't manage it right now,
but neither can I manage to be pacified by all this talking. My needs and my
zuishes to stay at my own place and to be a private person are constandy being
moderated. I shouldn't be silenced by so much talk. I need to be able to live my
life without feeling that if I'm not like this or that then I'll be committed to the
closed ward.
I notu need a change. But I'm constantly told to 'wait another half a year.'
When is one ready? It's easier to make changes in your life if you knozo that it's
accepted and recognized by others. If you're taken seriously when you say 'yes'
and 'no.' Being here the staff organizes the whole day for me. In that way I'm
turned into an object Of therapy instead Of beingAnna. 77,at makes me sad.

When engaged in relationships with others you sometimes have to say yes
even Vyou mean no. TIzat's part of kie. 77;ere comes a time however when you
jind out that you haven't been honest with yourseD. because there wasn't any
room for that. I've felt like a caged lion in my room. I need the time to myself.

I've tried to convince myself that it was okay being here, even if it was against

my wishes. But you can't escape the emptiness. When you're here, you're a
patient in an institution. IPhen you're here you're no longer a part of society.
The staff come from outside, are part of the outside, and they bring us some of
this outside world. Hmever they leave again, while toe have to stay here. I also
want to be part of the outside world and to do ordinary things instead of being
here and being asked all the time 'what do you want to do?' or being told 'you
must participate in this or that.' It's like being in primary school.
It's hard living this dosed in life and it's hard being away from the world
while zuanting so much to be out there. Wlzen you're here you don't get much
input from the outside, instead you concentrate on how you and how the other
patients are doing. It's difficult if you all the time have to talk about hoto you
are. Sometimes you've had enough of yourself. You also need some joy and stoTies from the real life outside. Instead of so much talking I need to be with and to

do, to share, something with others and to engage in evelyday conversations,
even if it would be difficult because I wouldn't have much to tell if people asked
me 'what have you been doing lately?' Being here is a kind of stagnation.

To participate in eve,yday conversations, you need to have had everyday experiences, so that being together with others becomes reciprocal, an interaction,
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an engagement in which you're doing something together, which allotus you to
forget about yourself for a while. I'm thinking that it might be good being with
people who don't knott) what I've been through.
You're rejlected in the people surrounding you and 4 there are too many
tragic fares, like here, then you come to believe that's life. I do have some friends
le# on the outside, but not many. Diat's something that I've to rebuild. It's

sometimes embarrassing, but it doesn't scare me. I'm not afraid of other people.
But living this kind of life for so long gives you some strange habits. By starting

to change your habits you might also begin to live a little more, and to get in
contact with people on the outside and let go of yourself and the difticult experiences. You realize that hfe is more than that when you jind out that there are

people on the outside who are satisfied with life; token you meet people, get to
know about their lives, and their points of view, you then become happier, because you then know that you're not that *Oicult to be with alter all Le becomes bigger, because you too, start dreaming of a more satisfying life. So, it's
important that you have the opportunity to reflect yourself in people on the outside.

I cannot always cope with the conversations here. I'm tired of knowledge.
You can focus so much on the pain that you become the pain. You sometimes
need another focus. Being here you are naked both when being with yourself and

being with others. It's this nakedness that makes me want to be with others from
the outside, with whom I can feel more fully dressed, and with whom I can engage in a deerent kind of relationships and with whom can get to know new
parts of myself, but with whom I can also just be alive. This is also the reason

why I wanted to talk with you. It's easier to just be together when talking to
somebody who doesn't know you, because it doesn't evoke the same feelings, and
because you're looked on from the outside. I've found that when somebody from

the outside asks me about my experiences, I can tell about them in tile way that I
would want to talk about them to others, too. So, talking with you has given me
an opportunity to put these experiences in perspective, to talk about holo painful
it has been, and to talk about it quiet and calm84 without having to live trough
these experiences again. That's something I've been missing during my hospi-

talization - that there was somebody being professional in the way that they
were able to ask without encroaching on zuhat is mine and which would therefore
remain mine, but used in other contexts; that there was somebody to talk about
my experiences without going into depth, so that you have to run away afterzoards, or defendyourself.
I would like to have a dog; someone I could care for, which would be there
zuithout asking me all the time who I am, and what I'm thinking and zuhat I'm
feeling, Without questioning what I am - purely being together.
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While referring to the particular hierarchical power/knowledges practiced in total institutions, corresponding to the use of the unifying language of diagnostics - as well as talking about the loss of control over
who she is together with, who knows about her, and what they know parts of what Anna says seem to refer to what Goffman (1961) refers to
as 'the violation of the territories of selves'. This refers to the penetration
of self in these institutions, and is linked to the forced and continual
relations with others, the fact that inmates have no time of their own and
are never completely alone. What is more, it is linked to the transgression
of their informational boundaries, according to which inmates are expected, if not demanded, to expose and reveal particular private things
about themselves, which will then be translated into the particular
language used in these institutions.
Whereas people in the outside world can keep things about themthoughts, feelings, and ways of acting, as well as their possesselves
sions - at a distance from others, this is not the case in total institutions.
In total institutions, Goffinan says, 'these territories of the self are violated inasmuch as the boundary that the individual places between his
being and the environment is invaded, and the embodiments of self
profaned' (1961, p.23). We recognize such invasion and penetration of
boundaries of self from Anna's story when she talks about her 'boundaries being violated,' and about experiences of 'nakedness,' which she
relates both to the lack of privacy and the continuous focus upon prob-

lems.

Confess to your Insanity
Situated within a total institution, Anna, like other inmates, is constrained to the knowledge of these institutions and is therefore constrained to a particular insane subjectivity, in relation to which inmates
are expected to recognize themselves in accordance to the prevailing
presuppositions about insanity. The violation of the territories of selves
are in this way connected to inmates' incapability of freeing themselves
from the disciplinary demands of the institutions; that is, freeing themselves from the demands to expose and confess to an inner individual
reality, corresponding to the knowledges of the psy disciplines exercised
in these institutions. In this light, the 'nakedness' inmates might experience points to a central feature of the technologies of the psy disciplines
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in respect to the violation of the territories of the self

-

namely, the

confessional technologies.

These technologies are not only practiced within total institutions; on
the contrary, they are practiced inside as well as outside these institutions
and further, they are practiced 'when we are alone and with others'
insomuch as psy knowledges and practices have been incorporated into
the whole social body. So, inside as well as outside total institutions we
are, in accordance with the hierarchization of knowledges, believed to
not really know ourselves or to know what is best for us. We are therefore
expected to recognize the scientific truth about ourselves and we may do
so through confessional technologies, which are practiced in formal
therapeutic as well as informal everyday conversations, aiming to reveal
facts about the 'inner reality' of subjects, often in accordance with the
knowledge of the psy disciplines. In total institutions, these technologies
are used accordingly to expose the inner essence of inmates in relation to
the continual observations of their behavior. This information is collected in dossiers that are available to the staff at all times, whereas
inmates must ask permission to read the 'facts' constructed about them
in these files.
Most important in relation to confession technologies is the demand
for continual introspection inscribed in these technologies, according to
which we are assumed to be able to observe ourselves through methodical and disciplined actions of self-perception. These technologies rest, in
other words, on the belief that we are able to withdraw from our immediate being in the world with others and take a rational and instrumental
stance toward ourselves, and thus turn toward an inner world; the
un/conscious, desires, thoughts, emotions, passions or drives. It is in
relation to these technologies that inmates are expected to confess,
expose and reveal particular things about themselves; and to accept from
the very start of their stay in total institutions, during the admission
interview, to be subjected to questions about things belonging to their
present and past life, as well as to their public and private life. In this
way, the confessional technologies violate the territories of the self
through 'the dissWution Of boundaries between enclosure and disclosure

that ordinarily serve to protect a sense of self-boundaries, in that they
transgress what for most people would be regarded as private secretes,
and therefore protected as such,' Goffman says (1961, p.64).
Further, believed to hold the truth about individual selves, psy knowledges are embedded in the institutional space as well as in the language
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and practices of assessing, describing, categorizing, and labeling. The
'facts' that are 'discovered' about inmates in total institutions are therefore translated into the language of psy, and the corresponding scientific
laws on sanity versus insanity. These 'facts' about who inmates 'really'
are, are most often thought to be hidden from the inmates themselves;
they may contradict inmates' understanding of themselves or even seem
alien to them - at least to start with. In accordance with the norms of
confessional technologies, insomuch as these 'facts' are believed to reveal
the scientific and therefore the 'right' insights into who inmates are, then
inmates, in accordance with the norms of the confessional technologies,
are expected and demanded to recognize these 'facts' in themselves
through continuous introspection; that is, continual reflections upon
themselves. If they are unable to do so, they are then bound to be
thought of as suffering from 'denial' which, due to their insanity, they are
most often believed to do. Inmates in total institutions are in this way,
Giddens says, 'counter to the everyday flow of activities and relationships
in the outside world, demanded to continually reflect upon themselves in
accordance with the confessional technologies' (1984, p.73).
Given that our understandings of and actions toward ourselves and
others are folded into the way we are objectified, interpreted, and acted
upon, and given that total institutions deal with all aspects of the inmates' lives, then insofar as inmates are at home, at work, and with
friends inside these institutions, and given, moreover, that inmates are
expected and demanded to recognize 'facts' about themselves through
the practices of confessional technologies such as introspection in accordance with the knowledges of the psy disciplines, then total institutions
seem indeed to leave the subject 'naked.' This does not mean, however,
that inmates do not resist the scientific violation and invasion of the
boundaries of self, corresponding to the objectifications and confession
technologies to which they are exposed. On the contrary, they may
indeed become, like Anna, 'tired of the knowledge' and 'of all this talk'
that they are exposed tO, and refute constructs such as schizophrenia
(that is, chronically mentally ill) even though they may be categorized,
institutionalized, and medicated as such.
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'Linguistic Hierarchies'
Why concern oneself with the doings of total institutions at a time where
these institutions, like other organizations, are changing from hierarchical into nonhierarchical organizational forms, corresponding to the
closing down of traditional total institutions and the opening of community based psychiatry?
What necessitates our continual concern is the fact that these 'new'
organizations remain embedded in hierarchical and oppositional ways of
thinking and the corresponding discourses of essentialization, individualization and normalization; these new organizational forms, then, are no
different from traditional hierarchical organizations in terms of hierarchical order and therefore, they may be thought of as hierarchical organizations just lying down. In accordance with essentialist ways of thinking,
the processes of objectification, categorization and labeling of individualized selves continues. In other words, the self is 'still forced back onto
itself,' constrained to a fixed subjectivity; an individualized and relationaless self who is thought to be essentially abnormal, which is the reason
why we say s/he is schizophrenic. So, even though the purpose of the
organizational changes is to emancipate 'inmates' and to enable them to
live a life of their own outside the grand institutions of reason, the
hierarchy of oppositions, and the corresponding discourses of essentialization and individualization, leave only a few possibilities for transgressing the particular subjectivity that 'inmates' are still identified as possessing. In this way, we continue to have the problem according to which
subjects are not only limited as subjects, but negated as subjects altogether insofar as 'inmates' are even now turned into pure objects for
science while being reduced and constrained to a particular diagnosis.
'Inmates' therefore still experience being trapped in objecthood, as does
Sarah, who says; 'I always hope when I meet new staff that they will treat
me as a human being instead of treating me as a schizophrenic, a mere
diagnosis,' or Sandra, who says, 'I'm nothing but a machine to them;
that's how they treat me - like a machine that needs tuning.'
The condition connected to 'emancipation,' then, is that those categorized as non-reason, corresponding to the hierarchy of opposites, must
still confess to their insanity; accordingly, inmates' who live at home are
expected to either manage their medication themselves or willingly invite
professionals into their homes to have their medication managed for
them. The new 'nonhierarchical' organizational forms continue, then, to
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have the encompassing character of traditional institutions inasmuch as
the 'insane' must still confess to their insanity, and therefore comply with
the continual medicalization in accordance with the dominant position of
biotechnology, in connection to which the 'new' inmates are required to
practice willing subornation and behave as compliant patients whether
living outside or inside an institution, regardless of whether this institu-

tion is hierarchical in the traditional or nontraditional way.
Inmates may, as mentioned, oppose and resist being objectified in
accordance with the discourse of opposites, and exercise what Baudrillard calls 'a total claim to subjecthood' (1981, p.85). Such resistance
seemingly corresponds with the modern project insomuch as moderns
claim to value criticism and resistance, while viewing these to be practices of freedom, emancipation, and free expression of individuals.
However, this does not entail resistance and criticism of knowledge
hierarchies and the corresponding discourse of opposites, and accordingly, this does not imply resistance and criticism exercised by those who
are being dominated and excluded in course of othering - they must still
obey. The value placed upon resistance and criticism thus does not entail
the insanes' opposition to categorization and medication. On the contrary, whether situated in traditional or nontraditional institutions, the
subject of reason continues to ignore the impact of knowledge hierarchies and the corresponding violation and renunciation of the subject
position, while demanding that the subject be constituted as an object
for science and so constitute itself accordingly.
The modern emancipation, in other words, is folded into the incorporation of the whole social body into the discourse of science, according to
which we must submit to scientific knowledge about subjects - or regimes
of se#; as Foucault says. Consequently, even though resistance practices
in theory are viewed as the move toward liberation from oppression and
repression, and from alienation and passivity toward authenticity and
autonomy, resistance practices of those constructed as other are most
often viewed as a confirmation of nonreason or irrationality, and in the
case of inmates, as symptoms of their insanity. Inmates might therefore
continue to have experiences of entrapment similar to the experiences
Rosenhal et al reported while conducting the study Being Sane in Insane
Places mentioned earlier, or experiences such as Sarah, who tells the
following stories. The first story is related to the time when she was first
committed to an institution and decided to Stop taking medicine and
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only told the staff about it weeks later, while the second
to her continual concern about being viewed as insane:

story is related

From that moment on, they misunderstood everything I said. So when I, for
example, said things for fun they reacted as though I was being serious, and vice

versa. I just couldn't be anything but schizophrenic to them.

It seems as if they Iprofessionalsl always expect me to be ill, and that they cannot see me in any other way, whereas people on the outside, who don't knott
that I'm schizophrenic, behave ve,y dz#erently toward me - they treat me as a
human being.

Some inmates oppose the fall into objecthood and exercise practices
of disobedience, non-compliance, and emancipation, while calling into
question the scientificity of diagnosis and the fixed subjectivity or objecthood that they have been constrained to, in relation to which they are
exposed to particular treatment practices. These inmates, however, risk
punishments such as transference to an undesirable ward, electro shock
treatment or medication by force.33 We may, in relation to this, recall
what Anna said; 'my needs and wishes to stay at my own place and to be
a private person are moderated and silenced by talk. I need to be able to
live another kind of life away from here without having to fear that if I'm
not like this or that, then I'll be committed to the closed ward again.'
This is similar to what Sarah says; 'I'm always afraid when I go to meet
with the psychiatrist because he often misunderstands me and then gives
me still more medicine and all this medicine is taking over my body. I
feel that my body is getting still heavier and therefore does everything in

slow motion. It's as if I'm no longer in touch with it; as if my body is no
longer my body.' In relation to the turning of particular private problems
into public ones, scientific problems according to which inmates are
objectified, categorized, labeled and treated as inmates inmates must
thus recognize themselves as 'patients,' and act obediently and compliantly in order to remain on good terms with the professionals so as to
avoid punishments, such as being committed to the closed ward or being
still more medicated.
Therefore, rather than claiming any form to subjecthood, the solution
seems to be to surrender to a state of objecthood, corresponding to the
hierarchical division between opposites, such as between sanity and
insanity, reason and non-reason. The subject of reason, in accordance
-

-
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with this division, has created a sense of superiority against inferiority,
which enables a continual reproduction of the hierarchical order, including linguistic hierarchies (Bourdieu, 1991). In conversations within these
hierarchies, the superior and inferior or experts and non-experts, speak
with different degrees of authority, in a manner that what experts say is
likely to have an authoritative force by which non-experts come to
understand themselves. Insofar as we refute a pure linguistic understanding, the utterances of experts need to be seen as being inscribed in
humans as well as nonhumans, which refers to language as a situated
phenomenon in connection with which it 'gains significance in the way it
is embedded within patterns of action, material conditions and social
institutions,' notes Gergen (1999, p.64). The force of scientific language,
in other words, is ascribed not only due to the hierarchical position of
scientific rationalities but also by the institutions in which it is in use, and
in which, Bourdieu maintains, 'a set of social relations endows individuals with capita4 that is power, status and resources, which defines the
conditions that gives the utterances of experts their force' (1991, pp.8).35
In light of this, inmates' experiences of 'nakedness' within the total
institution, which was suggested as being related to the violation and
dissolution of the territories of selves - may simultaneously, on one
hand, be due to the force of scientific language and on the other hand,
be due to inmates' lack of linguistic capitaL Therefore, when trying to
understand the force of scientific language, we must take into account
the linguistic hierarchies of the context in which conversations take
place, inasmuch as the relational situation of the communication between scientists and non-scientists is connected to the hierarchical
positioning of scientific language.
What is more, situated within language hierarchies, the language that
experts use is possessed by only a few and is valued more highly than the
languages of the many; this, according to Bourdieu, is not only related to
linguistic capital but also to other forms of capital, such as symbolic
capital, which clearly distinguishes experts' position and authority in the
hierarchized world. Due to experts' hierarchical positioning, it iS thus
taken for granted that experts know how to create valued expressions and
accordingly, they are authorized to do so. In contrast, non-experts
possess neither the hierarchical position nor the right forms of capital,
-

and therefore they do not know how to create these valued expressions such as in the case of inmates in total institutions, who most often to
begin with would not be capable of speaking about their problems in
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accordance with the language of deficits that is valued in these institutions. Within the language hierarchies of these particular institutions,
only the utterances of experts hold the linguistic force to constitute truth.
The force of expert language corresponds in this way to particular
relations of poroer, in connection with which the language of experts is
always already recognized as the only legitimate language to use to
describe and categorize the problem in question. Since these power
relations have been incorporated into the whole social body and are
exercised through various confession technologies, expert language has
induced particular modes of understanding subjects, according to which
we understand and act toward ourselves and others in everyday life. The
same seems to be true in total institutions, where scientific language is
most likely to change inmates' understanding of themselves, insomuch as
the hierarchical relations and the corresponding language hierarchies are
inscribed in the whole disciplinary space of these institutions - such as in
the placement and forms of the buildings, the rooms of the institution,
and in a symbolic form in authoritative devices, such as the white coat of
experts and the placement of experts' ofIces in relation to the rooms of
inmates. The character of the disciplinary space of total institutions is in
this way connected to 'the farming of space,' according to which any
room of the institution relates to the hierarchical order. It is, in other
words, not any particular part of the building that matters, but its overall
rationalform, about which Foucault writes:
In organizing 'cells,' 'places' and 'ranks,' the disciplines create complex
spaces that are at once architectural, functional and hierarchical. It is
spaces that provide fixed positions and permit circulation; they carve out
individual segments and establish operational links; they mark places and
indicate values; they guarantee the obedience of individuals, but also a
better economy of time and gesture (1975, pp.143-44).

The whole institutional space is thus involved in the continual
re/construction of the scientificity of the language experts use. Still, even
though scientific language provides experts with the force that authorizes
them as experts, corresponding to which they are given the superior right
to speak and act upon others, the power hierarchies in which they inscribe presupposes a relation between experts and non-experts, where
experts are at the same time authorized and recognized as experts by
non-experts. This means that in accordance with the relations of power
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in the hierarchized world and the continual re/construction of opposites,
experts are both entitled and expected to possess a particular kind of
knowledge, such as psy experts, who are expected to be able to describe,
categorize and objectify 'potential patients' in accordance with the
scientific laws of the psy disciplines. This is the reason why we seek
particular experts situated in specific institutions, as did the families in
the Laing and Esterson (1963) studies, who expected the experts' knowledge to have an impact upon the way they would understand and relate
to themselves as parents as well as to the young women. As a consequence, the relational situation between experts and non-experts holds
'traces of the social structures and the corresponding knowledge hierarchies that they both continue and reconstruct', and according to which
'those who speak are entitled to speak, and those who listen reckon that
those who speak are entitled to do so due to the power and authority of
their hierarchical position' (Bourdieu, 1991, pp.8-9).
The disciplinary force of expert language, the corresponding power of
scientific knowledge, and the institutions in which this knowledge is
used, is in this way linked to the circularization of power, and thus to

Foucault's twin term power/knowledge.

The Circularization of Power/Knowledge

One may ask why power hierarchies that may be experienced as intolerable are accepted and even taken for granted. One way of understanding
this paradox is to connect these hierarchies to the circularization of
power, in relation to which power is not that which makes the difference
between those who possess it and those who submit to it. Insofar as the
constitution of the individual sukiect is one of the primary effects of power,
subjects are merely the performers of power, or 'the vehicles of power,
and not its points of application,' as Foucault says (1980, p.98). We may
therefore understand the power of scientific knowledge as a social phenomenon, by which scientists come to speak with authority but not to
create it, insofar as the language they use gains power and force only by
being part of the social institution in which it is used. Foucault argues
accordingly that power does not exist in 'some universal form,' but is
exercised and exists only 'when it is put into action'; therefore, power is
relations of force (1983, p.219).
When we are asked what type of force power involves, our immediate
answer, Foucault maintains, is that power is essentially forces of repression. Understood as essentially repressive, power however involves only
negative technologies, such as othering, exclusion, marginalization and
rejection. These technologies are indisputably still important power
technologies; but if power only involved technologies of repression, then
the opposite, Foucault suggests, would either be a continual struggle
against power, or submission to power. Therefore, by referring to technologies ofgoverning individual subjects, Foucault (1961, 1975) proposes
that technologies of power are more than mere technologies of repression
situated within the 'schema of struggle-submission-repression.' Rather,
connected to the constitution of the individual subject, power is the
construction of this subject as an object for scientific knowledges and
technologies, and the corresponding construction of knowledges and
technologies of the subject, which Foucault refers to as cregimes of seg'
(1983, p.214).
While connecting technologies of power to the constitution of knowledge, the exercise of power thus becomes intertwined with the constitu-
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tien of the subject and the corresponding construction of regimes of
truth, according to which particular problems are constructed as scientific problems and therefore as objects for scientific reason, corresponding to which new knowledges and new technologies of power come into
inplay.

In the continual re/construction of knowledge hierarchies, these
knowledges and technologies of the subject are incorporated into the
whole social body, which is then subjected to the continual production of
scientific truth through an inculcation of expert languages, knowledges
and technologies into everyday life, according to which we come to
understand and act upon the world, ourselves and others. Negative and
repressive technologies of power, in other words, are folded into positive
and productive technologies of power through processes of objectification,
ofwhich Foucault (1976,1983) discloses three entwined processes.
The first processes of objectification refer to the construction of domains of scientific knowledge, such as the psy sciences, corresponding,
on one hand, to the segregation of particular, private problems and
forms of life which are then constructed as public, scientific objects; and
on the other hand, the will to possess knowledge about these separated
objects. The second processes of objectification, implicate certain dividingpractices, according to which the subjects, whose problems and forms
of life have been constructed as scientific objects, are objectified in
accordance to a particular normative system and technologies connected
to scientific categorization, such as the diagnostic manuals and confessional technologies of the psy sciences. These dividing practices, divide
the self within itself as well as from others, such as inmates in total
institutions who are divided and isolated from those whom they were
with before entering these institutions, and whom within these institutions, are also divided and isolated from the rest of the collective. In
connection to the hierarchy of oppositions, the purpose of the dividing
practices is to separate reason from non-reason, rationality from irrationality and eventually, sanity from insanity. The subject, throughout these
two processes of objectification, can be seen as a victim of the technologies of domination and repression, insofar as the subject is caught in a
constrained position corresponding to the practices of division and
categorization. These are thus the repressive aspects ofpower.
The third processes of objectification, in contrast, are connected to
the productive aspects of power, and concern the subject's own participation in its object:ification. Foucault also refers to these processes of
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self-objectification as the processes of subjectification (1983, p.208).
Through these processes, the subject comes to understand her/himself
scientifically as one particular subject and her/his particular, private
problems as scientific problems, in accordance with scientific objectifications and the corresponding knowledge hierarchies. So even though the
subject may have considered these objectifications intolerable at first,
s/he eventually comes to view them as the 'right' and even natural way of
understanding her/himself and others; that is, if s/he does not already
view her/himself as a potential scientific object due to the incorporation
of scientific knowledge unto the whole social body. So, the constitution
of scientific knowledges, and the corresponding construction of particular subjectivities and particular problems as objects for scientific knowledges, creates forms of consciousness about (for example) mental illness,
as well as relations between self and others, according to which we come
to understand ourselves and others as always already possible objects of
scientific knowledges and technologies.
The circularization of power and knowledge, according to which the
two are folded into each other illustrated by the use of Foucault's twin
term power/knowledge - refer then to both the repressive and the productive aspects of power, while including the position of both experts
and non-experts in the processes of objectification. This position points
to 'the end of panopticon' and toward the circularization of power, about
which Baudrillard says:
-

There is no instance of power, no instance of transmission power is
something that circulates and whose source can no longer be located, a
cycle in which the positions of the dominator and the dominated are exchanged in an endless reversion that is also the end of power, in its classical definition. The circularization of power, of knowledge, of discourse
puts an end to any localization of instances and poles.
So to the question: who made you a psychoanalyst? The analyst can
well reply: You, meaning it is you who are speaking, interpreting, you
who know, you who are the power. Thus is expressed, by an inverse
simulation, the passage from the "analyzed" the "analysand," from passive to active, which simply describes the spiraling effect of the shifting of
poles, the effect of circularity in which power is lost, is dissolved, is resolved in perfect manipulation. [...] Leaving him without a reply, because
to the question that he poses one ineluctably replies: but you are the answer, or: your question is already the answer, etc. - the whole strangulatory sophistication of intercepting speech, of the forced confession in the
-
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of freedom of expression, of trapping the subject in his own interrogation, of the precession of the reply to the question. (1981, p.41-42)
guise

The processes of subjectification, our objectification of ourselves, are
thus folded into scientific knowledges, such as the language of the psy
sciences, of which the language of psychoanalysis has been one of the
most important in the constitution of psy narratives. The language of
psychoanalysis is therefore often built into the way we relate to the
world, to ourselves and to each other, like Peter's 'story ofhis life,' which

he narrates the following way:
The Story of My Life
My parents divorced when I was jive. My mother and my sister moved out, and
I never saw my mother again. One year after my parents had divorced, the 'evil
stepmother' moved in. My father was authoritarian and evegthing had to be
done his way, but at least he was more or less predictable. I kneu he would slap
me if I violated his rules. In contrast, my stepmother was totally out of her mind.
Her moods would change from one moment to the next, and she would beat me
with hangers and belts, and for no obuious reason. She was unpredictable. They

also punished me psychologically in the way that they didn't talk to me for
weeks. That was the worst. So the only one who really took very good care of me
was my grandmother, but she died when I was eight. After that I was alone.
My father and my stepmother made me feel alienated from both my peer
group and my teachers at school. On the one hand because they never bought me
any clothes and I for that reason always wore the neighbor's son's cast-off clothes
that ofen had holes in them. On the other hand because they thought participating in social arrangements would be bad for me, and they for that reason didn't
allow me to participate in any social arrangements. So I never went on any of

the school-outings or participated in any of the parties at the school. Even
though he's a psychiatrist and she's a teacher none of them thought it was of any
importance to learn how to behave in society and toloard other people. They both

preferred individualism, and my father isn't the kind of person you have arguments with, he'll just crush you. That's why I'm hospitalized. There's no other
explanation. So they kept me at home wanting me to be a wonder child playing
the piano, which I did since I was four years old. What they wanted was a little
wonder that could be shown off token my father had his important friends visiting and they all listened to this little wonder playing the piano.
77:e result of my alienation was a hell of a lot of mockeg and conflicts with
both my peer group and my teachers at school. Some of my teachers did however
recognize that something had to be wrong at home and they talked about getting

in contact with the social authorities, but nothing ever happened. My father
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might have stopped it. He knew the head teacher, so it didn't really matter what
my teachers said.
I've had many social problems all my life because of all I had to go through

in my childhood, and because I was not allotoed any social contact. The social
human being is developed in early childhood and what happens then affects your
whole development. My father diagnosed me as having Dementia Praecox when
I was 17 years old After that he threw me out of home. But I've never been

schizophrenic and nothing was wrong until I was about 22. I think I suddenly
realized how often I had been let dozon during my childhood and I started to
think about all the punishment. Wliat it does to human beings it did to me. I
then had a major depression and attempted suicide. When I got out of the hospitaI I started seeing a psychiatrist, who had me hospitalized when I was starting
to think about suicide again. 77:is time I was committed to the closed ward and
was being heavily medicated - which is something I hate about the doctors at
that hospital. I was hospitalized most of the time over the following four years. I
was depressive and emotionally unstable, and there was a lot of anger inside me.
I was very anxious regarding relationships with other people, because I didn't
know what they would do to me. I didn't dare to trust anyone at the hospital
other than one nurse.

All my life I've been rejected, and I think that's why I am who I am. I believe my childhood experiences, the assaults I was exposed to, veg much have

inhibited me socially. That's why I'm so ang,y and that's why I become anxious. The anxiety is probably a way of covering up the anger, which I still can't
cope with or which I still don't dare to sho10. It has nothing to do with other
people. It's all inside me. It's like tiny defects inside of me, and I get angry with
myself because of these defects. You could say that I'm using my father's superego against myseU.

My social inhibition together with depression is the reason for my being here.

I'm socially inhibited in the way that I have difficulties initiating contact with
others, and difficulties being together with a lot of people for vely long. I feel that
I get lost in the crowd that I'm swept away. I'm afraid of the response I might
get from others, afraid of being turned down, and that makes me anxious. The
anxiousness starts as uneasiness, but it's not really about anxiousness and un-

easiness, but about anger, because I'm so angry. The anger grorns inside me
until it turns into anxieCY· It all only goes on inside my head, so it's not something outside that makes it happen. It's aU in my imagination.
Other people don't see me as being inhibited, which does give me some confidence in myself, even if it contradicts how I see myself and even if I still feel that

I disengage emotionally. It wasn't hotoever, until I was committed to the hospital for the first time that I disengaged totally. They diagnosed me schizophrenic

and I might have been schizophrenic then. I remember feeling very bad, ve,y
anxious, and very uneasy. I remember having difficulties falling asleep, and
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that every time I fell asleep, I had nightmares. And I remember having difficulties being together with the other patients all the time. I've always liked being on
my oton and doing things on my own. I never liked being together with a lot of
people for a long time, which you are forced to in a place like this.

I would like not to be here, not to have any reason to be here, to function bet-

ter socially than I do now, not to have all these inhibitions, and I would like to
have a job and to meet a nice girl who would understand me. It has been three
years since I had a girlfriend and I miss very much being close to somebody. I no
longer feel sony for myself, because if all these things hadn't happened, I would

never have got to knoto myself the way I do now, and I would never have related to both the emotional and intellectual, that is thefeminine and masculine
parts of mysey. I wouldn't have experienced all that.

Based upon the myth of the essential self, and related in this way to
confession technologies, Peter seeks to 'know himself,' and situating his
story within the grand narrative of psychoanalysis, he stresses the importance of childhood experiences. In accordance with the psychoanalytic
hypotheses of dynamic causality, corresponding to which the self is
explained in terms of inherent drives, he stresses at the same time the
importance of confessing private and primitive conflicts, passions and
desires. In this way, Peter's story becomes an example of the successful
incorporation of psychoanalysis into our everyday understanding of
ourselves and others.

The Subjugation of Nature
While calling into question all kind of essentialism, we need to call into
question psychoanalysis' causal mode of explaining subjects, corresponding to the repressive forces of essentialism, so as to historize and consequently destabilize the scientificity of psychoanalysis. In order to do so,
we turn, as suggested by Foucault (1976), toward the genealogy of
psychoanalysis, which reveals the constitution of psychoanalysis as
springing from two discourses: on the one hand, from discourses of
individualization and the corresponding institutionalization of confessional technologies and on the other hand, from discourses of naturalization and the corresponding institutionalization of body technologies. In
connection with these discourses, a subjugation of what is thought to be
human nature takes places, and the moral sources or lack of moral
sources are situated within the individual subject.
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The subjugation of nature, including our own now naturalized bodies,
and the corresponding body politics, was further developed in the age of
Darwinism, to which psychoanalysis belongs, and in accordance with
which animal behavior, 'primitive cultures,' children and the 'insane'
alike, are viewed as natural objects untouched by culture and therefore a
window to the basic pre-cultural primitive nature of human beings.
Freud thus stresses the irrational and unconscious forces of human
nature and in this way he undermines the power of the rational subject
while demonstrating the relation between reason and non-reason in the
analogy about the horse and the horseman (Freud, 1940, p.65). Nonetheless, Freud maintains the ideal of the rational patriarchy inasmuch as
he upholds that successful development is a development of a rational I
that is in control of our irrational nature, and he therefore stresses,
'where the Id is the I should be' (ibid. p.67). We already find such a
stance toward human nature in Descartes' writings, in which he declares;
'passions are emotions in the soul caused by movements of primitive
animal drives' which are to be 'tamed by reason, so as to 'free ourselves
from the domination of the irrational nature of our body,' and become
'the masters and possessors of nature' (1637/1993, p.35, Taylor, 1989,
p. 151-53). While connected to the institutionalization of confessional
technologies, in psychoanalysis, our primitive nature is believed to reveal
the irrational forces of nature that culture is up against and upon which
culture must develop. The maxim of the psychoanalytic body politics,
and the corresponding subjugation of human nature, therefore becomes
a matter of turning inward toward ourselves and confessing our sinful
nature. Even though we can never gain full control over our unconscious, in order to reach a successful stage of development of the I, we
must, through the inwardness of introspection, face our irrational nature
so as to gain rational control over it insomuch as through this method,
we are able to gain knowledge of at least some of what goes on inside.
Related to this and to the narrative of linear progressive development,
the insane and primitive alike are viewed as having regressed into a
fixation in the primitive and irrational stage of narcissism instead of
having successfully developed into civilized and rational human beings;
women also are thought of as 'narcissistic babies' (de Beauvoir, 1949) in
psychoanalytic theory. Based on the division between reason versus
nonreason, or the 'feminine and emotional' versus the 'intellectual and
masculine' (which is a division Peter also refers to), the ego of women is
thus thought to be narcissistic and therefore more fragile than that of
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men and accordingly, women do not exist in permanent states as mature
subjects (Freud, 1940). In the case of the insane, the regression to
narcissism, however, is believed to be due to an adaptive breakdown,
referring to the individualized subject's failure to tolerate tensions between nature (id) and culture (ego, super-ego); the psychoanalytically
insane might therefore be described the following way:
The analysand has strong oral and phallic fixations, with behavior and a
personality, which we usually find in very young children or very infantile
adults. Due to a poorly developed ego and regression to this early stage of
development, and thereby lack of ego responsibilities, the analysand appears to suffer from uncontrollable primitive impulses with oral and phaltic violent aggressions, just as he seems to confuse sex roles, by being unable to identify himself with any of the cultural accepted roles.

While understanding himself, in accordance with psychoanalytic
thinking and the corresponding discourse of individualization, Peter then
sees the uneasiness that he experiences to be his individual anxiety, and
this to be the result of his individual inability to tolerate tensions between
anger and social and cultural demands. He relates in this way these
experiences to individual inner 'defects' and these to childhood experiences, where he emphasizes the impossibility of developing the necessary
sociality. Corresponding to the discourse of individualization, the unit of
analysis is thus the individualized subject that is transformed into a
scientific object through the discourses of essentialism, and through
concepts such as 'personality' and 'character,' according to which 'the
person' is constructed as an object of scientific management and subjected to methods of measurement, such as psychological testing.

The Given and the Possible
In relation to the subjugation of nature and corresponding to the hierarchy of opposites, Freud outlined in Civilization and Its Discontents (1929),
a theory of cultural body politics, according to which nature is viewed as
the given and culture only as the possible, and according to which cultural
subjugation of individualistic and egoistic instincts, in particular physical
impulses, that is, 'sexual drives,' becomes a necessity in order to make
possible the cultural group.36 The focus upon sexual drives corresponded
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the emergence of various discourses in the nineteenth century that
were concerned with 'sexuality,' and in connection with which 'sex' was
seen as holding the key to understanding human nature, and thus to selfunderstanding through confession (Foucault, 1976). In psychoanalysis,
sexuality and insanity are combined in the model of psychosexual development, in relation to which sexuality, desires and passions are constructed
as something of 'particular pathological fragility,' Foucault says, and
according to which 'Passions and sexuality run the risk at one and the
same time of being in itself an illness and of inducing illnesses' (1980,
to

p. 192).

While analyzing the historicity of mental illness, Foucault maintains in
this way that, whereas 'madness' to start with was an object of only
negative technologies of power, the new technologies of power that
emerged in the nineteenth century made possible the positive aspects of
power; one, constituting sexuality and another, segregating madness,
folded the negative and repressive technologies of power into positive
and productive and constitutive technologies of power. As we have seen,
these technologies are intertwined with the subjugation of nature, corresponding to which the discourses of naturalization, Haraway (1991) says,
become 'anti-natural,' in the sense that they construct nature, including
our naturalized bodies, as our enemy and over which we must seek
control (see also Lykke & Braidotti, 1996). Insofar as these discourses
are incorporated into the whole social body, then oppositions between
culture and nature or 'the reality principle' versus 'the pleasure principle,' appear to be the inevitable order of things, referring to what is to be
considered normal and natural. In other words, having themselves
constructed and defined the 'nature' of their scientific object, sciences
concerned with the subjugation of our now naturalized bodies become
involved in the domination and governing of the whole social body.
Consequently, the body politics of these sciences becomes, Foucault
says, one of trying to 'civilize, discipline and normalize what is seen as
uncivilized, undisciplined and pathological' (1980, p.61); that is, to
construct what is thought to be 'healthy,' 'normal,' 'rational' and manageable subjects, who willingly adapt to the bureaucratic and rational
ordered society.
Therefore, even though psychoanalysis has given a voice to children
by turning our attention toward the importance of childhood relationships, and even though it has played a liberating role by refuting, for
example, the ontological split between madness and non-madness,
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according to which psychoanalysis traditionally has been in opposition to
biotechnological discourses of degeneracy and heredity, the modernist
hierarchy of oppositions is nonetheless maintained and accordingly, the
hierarchy of opposites such as; inside/outside, culture/nature, man/
woman, imagination/reality, private/public, sanity/insanity, rationality/irrationality, conscious/unconscious or 'the reality principle' versus
'the pleasure(and death) principle.' In accordance with the constructs of
opposites, the confessional technologies and the subjugation of bodies,
those exercising psychoanalytic introspection and interpretation, as does
Peter, therefore refer to supposedly unconscious and repressed desires,
passions and instincts of sexuality and aggression (see Gergen, 1994 on
the construction of emotions). Moreover, inscribed in the hierarchies of
knowledge, if emphasizing unconscious 'natural' desires, passions and
instincts about which the analyst knozus whereas the analysand does not
know, then some of our thoughts, feelings and actions are thought to be
different from the ones we are conscious of, or the ones we acknowledge.
This implies that there are 'facts' about ourselves of which we are unaware but which the analysand nonetheless must seek to Control through
confessional technologies (see e.g. Laing, 1961).
When narrating his story, Peter, in accordance with psychoanalytic
theorizing, links his past experiences to his present problems, according
to which the psychoanalytic emphasis upon the past results in a kind of
determinism, where the past always already shapes present and future
relationships. Even though we need to refute any kind of determinism,
the emphasis on past relationships seems nonetheless important, inasmuch as these often grow into the present, leading to a folding of the
past and the present, and according to which the hierarchical order of
the patriarchal family seems difficult to escape. However, although the
patriarchal hierarchies are important in Peter's story, insofar as he
narrates a psychoanalytic story about his present problems, he also
stresses the importance of confessing to an inner reality, in accordance
with the particular regime of self of psychoanalysis, which emphasizes
individual rather than relational and situational desires, passions and
instincts. But if we hold that human existence is not conceivable without
the world in which it is always already situated, we may, like Sartre
(1943), argue that, 'desire posits the world and desires the body in terms
of the world' (p.386). Accordingly, like Sartre, we may emphasize at the
same time the importance of the future, rather than the past, in relation
to which he suggests that instead of understanding actions in terms of
-

-
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inner motives, we need to understand them in relation to a situation we
wish to change, insomuch as it is the apprehension of a future situation
as a possibility that makes us organize the situation into complexes of
causes and motives, while 'projecting ourselves toward a modification of
the situation. The result is that it is, in fact, impossible to find an act
without a motive, but this does not mean that we must conclude that the
motive causes the act; the motive is an integral part of the act. In other
words, just as the resolute project toward a change is not distinct from
the act, the motive, the act, and the end are all constituted in a single
upsurge' (ibid. p.437-38: having situated the subject in the midst of the
world, the projected possibility 'is me, insofar as I have to be myself
outside of myself (ibid. p.437).
Nonetheless, many of us may, like Peter, narrate the story of our lives
in accordance with psychoanalytic theorizing and dynamic causality
insomuch as psychoanalysis is, as Bourdieu says, 'present in the objective
state of the world and in the embodied state of the habitus of people, by
which it is induced into our way of perceiving, thinking, and acting'
(1992). Still, even though psychoanalysis has been one of the important
discourses of modernism, at present the dominant discourse, as we have
seen, is that of biotechnology; promising true knowledge about human
beings based on knowledge about human genetics - that is, the truth
about human beings beneath societal expressions, while the origin story
of biotechnology is a story based upon the myth that 'in the beginning
was the gene,' as Haraway says (1991, p.73). Like other modern discourses, biotechnology rests upon the belief in unities, such as personality, character and identity that are manageable wholes. Due to the
biological determinism of this discourse, according to which human
beings become 'gene machines,' (ibid. p.62), the gene, then, is the unit
that shapes our identity. So, always already instructed by our genes, we
must then confess to our given gene-identity.

The Paradox of Subjugation
The circularity of power and the corresponding processes of objectification, according to which we come to perceive, think and act in particular
ways, are, however, not limited to scientific discourses. On the contrary,
the hierarchical order is exercised in public as well as private hierarchical
relations of domination. Further, the patriarchal family, as suggested,
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plays an important part in the reproduction of the hierarchies of oppositions and in the productive and constitutive aspects of power because it
is in the family that we first experience the hierarchy of oppositions (see
Bourdieu, 1998). Within the family, the patriarch is thus acknowledged
as being superior to women, and adults to children (see also Marx,
1845). Within the family, the right to define the other is in this way given
to some and not to others, of which Sophie's story (like Peter's) is an
example:

I feel Trapped
I've been able to get myself out of the acute problems that I had, but the prob-

lems linked to the social situation haven't changed; those I can't get away from.
I've become calmer and less afraid, though the situation in the apartment hasn't
changed

I can't have a life outside the apartment. I don't reall·y exist. I'm living outside of society. That's what I'm doing. I live only in that apartment and walk
on the streets. That's about all I do. I would like to get away from the apartment
and do something different. I simply think that there should be a little more happening in one's life. I knozo that I might not be able to handle so much. It's very
difficult, and I wonder how to keep the balance so that I don't go totally mad. I
just don't knozo.

I can't do as I would like in that apartment, but on the other hand it would
be veg ddlit:Wt to move out. My mother demands that the apartment has to
look a certain way before anything like that could happen. Things woWd have
to be cleaned out and I would have to do that, but I don't know how to do aU
that on my own.

We have to be together. 77:at's the problem. 77Jis is the tenible

thought that is sneaking up on me. 77:at's something, which I've d(Oiculties
accepting; that I might think that I would like to find out how to manage on my
own. I couldn't let it happen. If my mother was younger it might have been
possible, but I just don't think it could happen now. I just don't. I don't knoto if
I could manage. If I tried it for a while and found out that I could do it then it
zuouM be deicult to return to the apanment. Tliere're many things one prefers
not think too much about.
It has always been a problem, but I realize also that there's something about
the way my mother kind of runs me. I've begun considering the possibility that

I'm stuck in some kind of rut, that I'm told I'm something which I'm not.
She runs me by pointing at the things that I do wrong, and it feels like I am
doing many things wrong. I withdraw more and more. 17:at's the result. Ifyou
criticize a person all the time, then the person wiU withdraw, even if the other
person is right. Tliat you withdraw doesn't change that the person is right, but
what else is there to do? She could be right that I should do more in the apart-
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ment, but how should I do more? It's like there's not an end to it. Also whatever
I do is wrong. At the same time I think about our living together. There're many
things that I don't do, which I might do if I could decide for myself. I might like

to go places, for example. But the way it is now it's like I'm being prevented
from doing things I would like to do, and that I dare to do, and that only the
things I don't dare to do are emphasized. If I told my mother about some of the
things that I would like to do, she would tell me that I woukin't be able to do
them. (Do you believe her?) Of course I believe her. There isn't anything that
proves her wrong. I haven't tried those things so it's not possible for me to say
othertoise. It could be that she's wrong. It could be different, but hoto am I to
know about that? It could be.

I don't understand why all these problems pop up now. I almost believe
they've been there all along, simmering underneath, but that they've been too
dangerous to think about. It's like I've waited to deal with the worst. It also has

to do with the fact that I think there's no solution to it.
It's like my mother always wanted me to be the opposite of anyone else.
When I had a nervous breakdown I became angy, which scared my mother.
It's like she can't tackle even the tiniest bit of anger, and to her an angry person
is a wrong person. Other people can be unreasonable and have faults. That's
just the way they are. But I'm not allowed to be like that. I have to be the same
all the time.

I feel totally trapped. That's why I toithdrato - disappear. If I didn't have
that ability, then it would never have worked. I've actually lived most of my life
being lost, because I've been in this situation all my life, where I never had any

options, and of course I don't have any now either, so disappearing is my only

option. It's an inability to act, because there is no way out of the situation.
There's only this one road that leads you through eveg day and evely week and
eveg month and every year. I become mad thinking about it because the situation seems to be hopeless.

Insofar as the hierarchical order is inscribed in the whole social body
and therefore perceived as natural, then this order causes the continuous
reconstruction of relations of domination, which, like Sophie, we might
experience as unjust and yet have difficulties transgressing, inasmuch as
it is exercised through the circulation of power/knowledge and the
corresponding processes of objectification. The hierarchical order, in
other words, is exercised through the processes of objectification, according to which the dominated is subjugated through a kind of symbolic

referring to the circulation of power/knowledge, according to
which subjugation is exercised through a subtle violence that is often
invisible to both the dominator and the dominated (Bourdieu, 1998).

violence,
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Given that relations of domination exercise symbolic violence, corresponding to which the dominated is expected to understand and act
upon the self - like Sophie, who is expected to live by her mother's
definition of right and wrong, both by herself and the mother - we may
also refer to these relations as relations of violence, as does Sartre (1983).
By taking On this term, we emphasize that even though these relationships may merely be vehicles of the hierarchical order, which may be
invisible to both the dominator and the dominated, nonetheless, these
are relationships where some are constructed as other, and as such,
become pure objects, according to which difference and singularity is
negated (ibid.).
Sartre uses the term violence to refer to 'the alienation of freedom' insofar as violence forces, bends, breaks and destroys singularity and
differences, while turning the other into an unimportant entity compared
with the goals of those exercising violence.37 The concept of alienation is
important in the Marxist analysis of capitalism, in which alienation is
related to an analysis of wage labor, revealing the class structures within
capitalist societies. This analysis discloses that the consequence of the
wage relationship is a process of systematic alienation, as workers are
dissociated from their product, and thereby the product of their activity.
Labor, then, is viewed as the humanizing activity that makes man, the
essence of being human, and therefore the ontological category permitting the knowledge of a subject, and so the knowledge of subjugation and
alienation (Marx, 1973). Reduced to pure objects, the dominated,
however, are not simply alienated from their activity; in a sense, they do
not exist as subjects at all, and they may therefore say, like Anna, 'I'm
turned into an object of therapy instead of being Anna.' Being constituted as
pure objects, in other words, is not the same as being alienated in the
separation of labor from activity; rather, when the dominated is reduced
to a pure object or any kind of transcendental essence, 'there is no
distinction between objectification and alienation,' Haraway says (1991,
p.141).

So, by reducing the other to a pure object, and negating the other as a
subject, the dominators claim that nobody and nothing has any importance compared to their goals - or knowledge. Relations of violence thus
'deny the world and humans,' Sartre says (ibid. p.27). Inasmuch as any
resistance is likely to be destroyed and bent, we may believe passivity and
submission to be the opposite pole of violence. But like the paradox of
power/knowledge, violence contains the contraction according to which,
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'I who exercise violence toward the other (defining and thus constrained
the other to a particular subjectivity, for example) must believe myself to
possess the divine nkhi to do so, and thus see myself as pure freedom; a
source to all rights, according to which the voice of the other is insignificant compared to me - and to my knowledge. However, the other is still
important inasmuch as s/he must recognize my violence as legitimate and
just' (ibid. p.28). I, who exercise violence, in other words, need the
freedom that I deny and try to destroy insofar as I can only be the master
of freedom through the negating of the other's freedom.
The paradoxes of subjugation and violence, then, are folded into to
the double bind situation of modernity. Therefore, we might understand
the lack of forces trying to destabilize the hierarchical order despite its
constrained, in relation to what Foucault calls the technologies of governmentali04 which concerns the governing of the whole social body
through technologies that seek to act upon and discipline the perceptions, thoughts, and actions of individual subjects in accordance with the
established hierarchical order.

The Modern Double Bind

The circulation of power/knowledge is exercised in private as well as
public hierarchies of opposition in accordance with particular regimes of
sef and regimes Of truth, and therefore changes not only the way subjects
understand themselves, but also the way they act upon themselves. The
exercise of power, then, Foucault says, is a set Of actions upon possible
actions, a way of acting upon subjects by virtue of their acting or being
capable of action (1983, p.220). While acting upon actions, and thus
governing, managing and structuring the possible field of actions and
directing the possible outcome, the circulation of power constitutes the
management or government of subjects. And insofar as the exercise of
power/knowledge is a way in which certain actions modify actions,
freedom is included as one of the possible actions. This implies that
constitutive forms of power can be exercised only over free subjects, and
only insofar as they are free, that is, faced with the possibilities of difference. To govern free subjects depends, in other words, upon the availability of power technologies that will discipline, educate and govern
subjects; that is, modes of action that do not act directly and immediately on the self, but upon its actions actions upon present and future
possible actions.
We are, as a consequence, faced with the situation Baudrillard (1981)
refers to as the insoluble double bind situation Of modernity, according to
which the subject is always already trapped a situation where it simultaneously is required to constitute itself as an independent and autono-

rnous

subject, responsible, free

and refexive, and as a

docile, obedient,

conforming object. Inasmuch as this situation concerns not only those
constructed as other, but everyone, the analysis of power/knowledge
hierarchies is not only a matter of investigating the ways in which particular subjects are excluded, repressed and suppressed. We must also
investigate the ways in which the self has been constituted as a subject, in
accordance with the hierarchy of opposites, and in connection with
which it has become an object, target and resource of power technologies.
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Disciplining Subjects through Discourses of Truth
The modern double bind situation, in other words, is connected to the
building of rational societies and corresponding institutions of reason or
bureaucracies, whose interest is rationalizing and normalizing, in accordance with the modern project, and in which the disciplining of the
whole social body depends upon the availability of technologies that
discipline, educate and govern the simultaneously free and docile objects. The productive and non-repressive forms of power that are exercised within modern institutions can thus be thought of as 'technological,' inasmuch as they seek to discipline (act upon) the whole social
body; they are especially forceful because they are exercised 'within the
social body, rather than outside and above it,' Foucault says (1980, p.39).
These technologies, in other words, have taken hold of the whole social
body, and by working from within the social body, they circulate and
operate through our everyday actual relationships. This is what makes
them far more efficient than repressive forms of power as we have no
obvious reason to resist them. Moreover, since these power technologies
are related to the development of modern bureaucracies and the correspending institutionalization of modern sciences, these forms of power
are intertwined with the discourses of naturalization, according to which
they become technologies of bio-pomer while exercised upon bodies.38
While exercising upon and thus operating through bodies, these technologies become a sort of practical sense, Bourdieu says (1980) and as
such, they come to govern and direct our thoughts, speech and acts
without strictly determining them. Since these technologies are incorporated in our bodies they give us a practical knowledge of the social games
of situations in which we are always already engaged, and in which
certain actions are allowed but not others. In this way, the practical sense
is not so much a state of mind, as a state of the body - a state of beingthere, which makes certain ways of thinking, speaking, and acting seem
'natural' (ibid. pp. 69-70). Therefore, since the productive power technologies are inscribed in our bodies as a practical knowledge: we are
always already thinking, speaking, and acting accordingly, and these
technologies therefore do not depend on the mediation of the conscious
self, and only rarely do they become an object of reflection. The anonymity of these technologies is in this way connected to bureaucratic
forms of management, striving to function efficiently and impersonally
(see also Weber, 1920, and Bauman, 1989).

De/stabilizing the Hierarchical Order

139

To envision modern bureaucracies and institutions of reason as ignoring individuals and focusing their interests solely on the social body
would, however, be wrong. It is true that the bureaucratization of the self
situates subjects in impersonal hierarchical positions, but the forms of
power excised within modern bureaucracies, which places the subject of
reason in a superior position in the hierarchical order, are, Foucault
suggests (1983), both individualizing and totalizing forms of power,
inasmuch as modern power technologies are intertwined with the constitution of the individual subject and regimes of seu according to which
subjects of reason ground their authority in a claim to be scientific, and
according to which they are thought to hold the truth about the self.
Therefore, these power technologies reveal, Foucault continues, 'a tricky
combination in the same political structures of individualization techniques, and of totalization procedures' (ibid. p.213).
In contrast to negative repressive forms of power, which imply problems of sovereignty, what makes these positive and productive forms of
power so forceful is that at the same time as producing docile objects,
they produce subjects. This points back to the processes of objectification, according to which these technologies of power place emphasis on
the third axe of objectification; that of subjectification, according to
which subjects participate in the constitution of the self in connection
with the two first axes of objectification, where subjects are constituted
as objects for knowledge, and subjugated and excluded while constructed as other. In this way, the rational power technologies focus not
only on the whole social body, but on each individual, while relating to
the building of rational societies in which subjects have become scientific
objects, and while allowing the subject of reason to observe, describe,
count, divide and discipline individuals, and to undertake the management of the individual's entire life. Free individuals are thus governed
through regimes of self that are thought to hold the truth about the self,
corresponding to which the scientificity and rationality of scientific
regimes of truth establish a relation between power and knowledge,
which connects subjectivity to truth in new and forceful ways.
Therefore, while concerned with the government of subjects, which
Foucault refers to as governmentality, the new power technologies are not
a matter of authorities imposing norms of conduct through intrusive
actions of power. On the contrary, emphasizing the free individual's selfgoverning, self-creation, and self-realization, we have learnt to continuously seek 'to improve quality of life'. Further, having established an
-
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alliance between reason and non-reason, subjects of reason are thought
to provide us with objective, neutral and true - that is, scientific - answers to questions of how individual subjects should create and realize
their life so as to ensure normality, rationality, happiness, contentment,
health, and success (Rose, 1996). Through the processes of subjectification, the new productive power technologies reach in this way every part
of the self, while inducing themselves through the production of knowledge about self into our bodies.
These power technologies transform, create, and shape subjects in
accordance with what is considered the normal, right, authentic, and the
perfect self. So, insofar as these technologies are induced into the whole
social body, corresponding to which particular knowledges are viewed as
natural - the ways things are - and insofar as they are exercised through
free individuals, and negotiated between free individuals, these technologies lead us to believe that we ourselves are in control. Self-governing, in
this way, is induced in free individuals in order to bring our ways of
acting upon ourselves into alignment with the 'experts on subjectivities'
(Rose, 1996, p.151), according with which we »ely exercise selfgoverning, self-creation and self-realization of our 'inner potentials' in
the hope of salvation, happiness, fulfillment and an improved quality of
life. Therefore, rather than being subjected to repressive forms of power
against which we must struggle, the constitutive power technologies that
are incorporated into the whole social body, and into each subject or into
the habitus of the each subject, may be seen as a set of dist)ositions that
incline us to think, speak and act in certain ways (Bourdieu, 1991).
When seen in connection with the dominant position of the discourse
of medicalization, success and salvation take on specific meanings,
insomuch as it is linked to health, education, happiness, wealth, and
protection. Success, in this way, is connected to striving for the 'perfection of man,' corresponding to 'medical normality,' and insofar as the
'will to knowledge' of medical rationalities 'has progressed to such an
extent that healthy human beings' no longer exist (Huxley in M0ldrup,
2000), the dominant position of this discourse implies 'that in the future,
the indications for those who are treatable will expand since the technologies of diagnostics will be more exact, corresponding to which
imbalances and abnormalities, will be discovered and defined with
precision and in depth, so that to some extent we will all be considered
patients, and accordingly medical research will fulfill the individual's wish
for success' (ibid. p.38). So, due to the circularity of power, and in

De/stabilizing the Hierarchical Order

141

accordance with the discourses of individualization, normalization,
autonomization and responsibilization of the self, we will continually be
encouraged to assume responsibility for our lives through self-knowledge
and self-creation under the authority of scientists, who claim that the self
can achieve a happier and truer life and more fulfilling relationships to
itself and others, through the application of scientific knowledge: at the
same time, we will continually encourage the scientific rationalities to
discover and describe and thus provide us with more knowledge about
the ways in which we can achieve a more fulfilling life. The basic presupposition is that we can develop, progress, realize, master and create
ourselves, our lives and our future in order to become autonomous,
thereby becoming our true authentic selves, through introspection, confession, and management by knowledge (Rose, 1996, pp.156-59).
The new disciplinag regimes, in other words, attempt simultaneously
to create certain capacities of individuals and constrain others, in accordance with rational goals set up by particular technologies of the self:
these, Foucault says, 'permit individuals to effect by their own means or
with the help of others, a certain number of operations on their own
bodies and souls, thoughts, conduct and way of being, so as to transform
themselves in order to attain a certain state of happiness, purity, wisdom,
perfection, or immortality' (Foucault quoted in Rose, 1996, p. 153).39
The discourse of free and autonomous subjectivity, in other words,
has been embodied in techniques according to which we have come to
understand ourselves, and according to which we continuously seek to
create and improve ourselves and further, to strive to realize ourselves in
line with what is considered true, permitted, and desirable within particular regimes of self, which in turn are embodied in presuppositions
about the essence of self. Since the technologies of self manage, govern,
and discipline individuals in accordance with discourses of individualization, essentialization, and normalization by focusing upon the selfrealization and self-creation capacities of individual subjects, these
technologies connect the ways we are governed by others with the ways
we govern ourselves. In other words, through a gradual process of inculcation, we come to understand and act upon ourselves in accordance
with particular ideals of the self - such as autonomy, freedom and
choice; that is, according to what is considered desirable and undesirable, rational and irrational, true and false, permitted and forbidden; and
through these technologies we seem therefore at once to recognize and lose
ourselves, Foucault says (1983, p. 186).
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So, in contrast to power technologies that negate, repress, suppress,
and silence subjects, new forms of technologies have developed in retation to the institutionalization of modern sciences, corresponding to
which particular regimes of truth grasp and create the reality of self, and
promise - like religious institutions individual salvation through particular confession technologies. While integrating power techniques used
by traditional patriarchal authorities, modern forms of confessional
technologies can be seen as a continuation of religious power techniques,
insomuch as techniques of subjectification, based on particular regimes
of self, are used by both modern/scientific and traditional/religious
authorities. However, establishing their authority over the claim of being
rational and scientific, neutral and objective, the new forms of power
technologies launch a relationship between power and knowledge,
according to which the circularity of power and truth is organized in
such a way that knowledge becomes the instrument of domination, while
putting in motion relations that are not relations of repression, but of
sovereignty and domination. In accordance with the circularity of power,
this is not the kind of domination that one person exercises over another
or one group over another, but rather, the manifold forms of domination
and subjugation that can be exercised within a collective, in which the
members of the collective have come to understand and act upon themselves and others in accordance with the hierarchies of truth. The multiple forms of domination and subjugation that function within the social
body have, therefore, in accordance with the discourse of truth, substituted that of sovereignty and obedience (Foucault, 1980). What comes
to count as truth within a collective is, says Foucault, 'the ensemble of
rules according to which the true and the false are separated and specific
effects of power attached to the true' (ibid. p. 132). Therefore, insofar as
each collective can be said to have discourses that it makes function as
the truth, and insofar as truth through the use of power technologies is
incorporated into the social body, then the forms of totalizations of any
regime of truth - whether scientific, political or religious - are always
already limiting and tend to silence, dismiss, and abandon those who are
always being excluded and marginalized in the course of othering. In
order to transgress hierarchical and oppositional ways of thinking and
struggle against 'the submission of subjectivity' (Foucault, 1984, p.375),
so as to give way to new possibilities, we need, therefore, to deconstruct
not only discourses of individualization, normalization and essentialization, but any discourse of truth; that is, any totalization, any forms of
-
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absolutes aiming toward the realization of some definite theoretical,

political or religious project. This does not mean that truth as such must
be abandoned but rather, that we must accept the relativity of any truth
so as to give way to difference.

The taSk, in other words, is to engage in continual deconstructive
questioning of any discourses of truth and since scientific truths - in
accordance with the emphasis upon rationality, objectivity and neutrality, corresponding to the institutionalization of modern sciences - have
become an important force in the techniques of collective control, the
questioning of these will be the focal point of the next chapter.

4

The Relativity of Truth

We do not lack certainty, because zoe never dreamed Of
dominating the people - Latour, 1999

The discourse of oppositions, according to which the world is divided
into an internal and an external sphere, leads to the search for absolute
certainty and the constitution of the scientific and objective gaze; that is,
to provide certainty, truth and knowledge based on empirical observations. The dualist ontology in this way forms the ground upon which the
hierarchization of knowledges rests, while placing our everyday relative
assurance about the existence of the world, and objects in the world,
below the required level of scientificity and thus in opposition to scientific knowledge which is believed to refect the essence Of the world, and
scientists to ask substantialist and realist questions about the world and
objects in the world. In other words, based on the laws of empiricism,
scientific discoveries, observations, and descriptions are considered to be
objective, beyond subjectivism; that is, ahistorical, universal and absolute.
In order to overcome the hierarchy of opposites, we have therefore
called into question the essentialist and substantialist mode of thinking while we have taken as our object of research the preconstructed objects,
and fixed subjectivities constituted within the discourse of science, which
through the processes of objectification have become naturalized into the
whole social body, corresponding to which they have become taken for
granted 'realities,' which protects them from everyday questioning. We
must, however, go further and also question the discourse of sciences,
and the 'empiricist passivity' of this discourse, as Bourdieu says (1992,
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p.232). We must thus objectivize not only the preconstructions of science, but also the belief in absolute certainty itself upon which the
production of these preconstructions rests. Further, declining any kind of
essentialism, we therefore ask: who constructs scientific objects and
scientific facts about these objects? Is it the scientist or the object that
reveals itself to the scientists' gaze, or both?

Constructing Facts
In addition to the opposition between subjectivity and objectivity, the
empiricist discourse holds a division between method and theog, according to which empirical research traditions are often developed around
certain techniques of data collection, which enables scientists to deduce
from the multiplicity of experiences into a unified global scientific language. In accordance with this, psy scientists inscribed in the discourse
of biotechnology reduce human existence to genetically unchangeable
essences, ignoring differences and singularities. They then attach to the
self one particular and general identity, and impose on the self this
scientific truth, which the self must recognize and which others will
recognize in him. Based on the essentialist mode of thinking, this is a
form of power/knowledge that objectifies and subjugates subjects while
constituting the subject as one particular subjectivity which, Foucault
says, ties the individual to himself and submits him to others (1983, p.212).

While rigidly believing that their methodologies define the scientificity

of their discoveries and descriptions, empiricists claim that the scientific
production of facts represents the atheoretical facts about the object in
question, which they then legitimately can generalize into universal
truths (e.g. Starbuck, 2004). Corresponding to the discourse of science,
the 'evidence,' they maintain, is that other scientists are able to reach the
'same' conclusions if they use the 'same' methods, and observe the
'same' objects. Moreover, due to the objectivity of science, scientists
presume that anyone who 'recognizes' the 'facts' that they have 'recognized' would indeed share their observations and descriptions. Scientists,
however, use a specific scientific language that is generally understood
only by specific scientists; and, they often present their observations in
endless tables and graphs, reducing everyday processes to statistics,
which are hard to question - and which we are not supposed to question.
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Therefore, Gergen says, 'if scientists are becoming a new breed of high
priests, it is essentially because we have no means of direct confrontation
with its truths. At every point we try to dig in, we find our questions
deflected. If we question scientists' findings, we will be directed to allies
who support the findings, and previous literature on the subject, tables
and graphs, and to machinery' (1999, p.57).
Since scientific research, as mentioned, is the articulation of the particular methodologies and theories that the particular discipline already
supplies rather than being objective discoveries of a detached, neutral
and rational gaze, these are better understood as reconstructions of
already existing facts about particular preconstructed objects. The
division between method and theory is therefore a myth, insomuch as,
Bourdieu says; 'the most 'empirical' choices cannot be disentangled form
the most 'theoretical' choices in the constructing of the object' since 'it is
only as a function of a body of hypotheses derived from a set of theoretical presuppositions that any empirical datum can function as a proof or
as evidence' (1992, p.225). Despite the quest for objectivity, scientists
might for that reason disagree over what is to be viewed as scientific such as Starbuck, who, as the editor of a scientific journal, found a large
discrepancy among the reviews he received; 'the reviewers,' he says,
'exhibited almost no agreement about what constitutes good research,
what findings are credible, what topics are interesting, or what methods
are appropriate' (2004, p. 1241).
In accordance with this, scholars such as Kuhn (1962), Haraway
(1991), Bourdieu (1992) and Latour & Woolgar (1979) and Latour
(1991, 1999) have called into question the objectivity of science - and
the corresponding detached scientific gaze while suggesting that rather
than being the work of individual scientists situated outside any context,
the construction of scientific facts takes place within scientific communities or networks that are always already embedded in particular discourses, or paradigms (Kuhn, 1962). Therefore, what are assumed to be
neutral and objective 'facts' are rather the outgrowth of coHective constructed processes within particular discourses and networks, in which
there are conceptual, theoretical and methodological commitments, and
according to which scientists learn to discover the constructs of the
particular discipline, and to acknowledge at the same time its fundamental presuppositions. Consequently, gathered in scientific communities,
scientists refer in speech, writing, and practice to already recognized and
established scientific facts about particular preconstructed objects.
-
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taking place through 'a proc-

ess of conscription where scientists seek relationships with other scientists

who will 'write with' or support their discoveries and descriptions,'
Latour and Woolgar suggest (1979). This implies that even though
scientific descriptions are believed to present objective and factual
discoveries about the essences of particular objects, and even though
scientists thoroughly describe the method they use as an assurance for
neutrality and objectivity, the constructs, categories and classifications
used are most often tailored to existing data and preconceptions. Corresponding to the presuppositions of the scientific discourse, scientists
believe, however, in the existence of essences and they believe that they
are capable of revealing these through the method of science, according
to which scientists take as their object preconstructed constructs, which
they carefuly observe and describe; further, they construct tables and
statistics based upon the classifications, concepts, and particular language of the discipline that has been handed down by the tradition of the
scientific discourse. In relation to this, scientists believe that through the
progressive development of science, they will get still closer to the truth
of these constructs.
Scientists struggle, in other words, 'to operationalize constructions
borrowed from scientific discourse in a way that does not allow the
questioning of these constructs' (Bourdieu, 1992, pp.224). Therefore,
objects that scientists have not learned to see, and therefore do not
expect to see - that is, new objects that do not fit the fundamental
presuppositions of the discipline (upon which its scientificity is founded)
- are often not seen or they are perceived as mistakes, disturbances, or
'anomalies,' and as such they are neglected by the dominant discourse of
the discipline. The world is thus forced into the preconstructed truths
that the discipline supplies insomuch as scientists tend to remain blind to
things that they are not supposed to see; scientists, therefore, 'stop
seeking for further understanding, when they believe they already understand the objects in question' (Starbuck, 2004). The discourse of science, and the corresponding methodologies and theories, thus become
constitutive of truth or of the scientificity of science; and scientists are
always already expected to acknowledge the positive existence of the
particular objects ofthe discipline in which they are embedded.
Therefore, in order to uphold the scientificity of science, scientists,
Foucault says, 'define alliances, recruit partisans, unite interests or
opinions, represent a party; it establishes the other as an enemy, an
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upholder of opposed interests, against which one must fight until the
moment this enemy is defeated and either surrenders or disappears'
(1984, p.382). Ensnared within a particular discipline and the corresponding discourse of science, transgressions of the dominant discourse
become difficult inasmuch as the 'failure' to see the established facts of
the discipline and reach the acknowledged solutions 'most often discredits the individual scientist and not the theories' and methodologies used
(Kuhn, 1962, p.80). Moreover, insofar as questioning the fundamental
presuppositions of the discipline is not part of the scientific discourse,
and based on the collective belief in the truth of science, scientific facts
and the corresponding preconstructed objects are difficult to question,
and scientists who do so anyway, or even reject the fundamental presuppositions and/or the constructs of the particular discipline, risk, as we
have seen, being excluded, marginalized, and deauthorized.
This does not mean that scientists do not falsify the assumptions of
the discipline in which they inscribe. Indeed they do, but embedded in a
particular discipline in which the positive existence of particular preconstructed objects were constituted, and upon which the fundamental
presuppositions of the discipline rests; the scientificity of the discipline,
the questions asked, are themselves inscribed in the discourse of science.
In other words, even though scientists may falsify the assumptions about
particular constructs, they still do not question the fundamental presuppositions upon which these constructs were constituted in the first place;
accordingly, the ahistoricity of the constructs are not questioned, nor is
the discourse of opposites upon with the search for truths is built.

The Making of Sciences, Scientists and their Objects
While questioning the ahistorical objectivity and absolute truths of
science, and studying fact construction in scientific work, we need to
maintain that it is not because of objective evidence and certainty, but
rather, due to the authority of the scientific discourse and the authority
of scientists, that scientific truths become 'evident.' We need therefore to
refute the retrospective image of causation, and the corresponding myth
of progressive development, according to which the construction of
scientific objects are viewed as merely natural developments linked to
new discoveries of already scientific objects or the discovery of new
objects, which within the discourse of science are believed to have been
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there all along, waiting to be discovered. Like Latour, we must ask
(1999) 'where were these objects before they were 'discovered?'
In other words, we seek to grant historicity to the discourse of science,
like Foucault, whose genealogical analysis of mental illness (1961) shows
how mental illnesses were constituted at the beginning of the nineteenth
century, when meeting the scientist Pinel they were constituted as
mental illnesses, that is, as objects for asylums and psy sciences. Some of
these objects were reconstructed when meeting Bleuler, who created the
term 'schizophrenia' in 1 9 1 1 and termed particular problems accordingly. While having historized the construction of mental illness, the
question is whether this means that mental illness did not exist before
the nineteenth century - that is, before scientists constituted it as a
scientific object. From a postmodern point of view, this is exactly what it
means: mental illness did not exist before the nineteenth century. Or
rather, the problems that were constituted since the nineteenth century
as mental illnesses had existed only as derences and not as scientific
objects; or they had not existed as problems of any scientific interest
before the psy sciences were constituted as scientific disciplines, and psy
scientists as scientists. Therefore, when these particular private problems
or forms of life were constructed as scientific problems in accordance
with the fundamental presumptions of these sciences - that is, were
constituted as scientific objects - then Pinel and Bleuler also changed,
insomuch as they were constituted as scientists of mental illness. Foucault can thus conclude that having constituted its own object, the
discourse of psy, 'cannot tell the truth about madness, because it is
madness that holds the truth of psychiatry and psychology' (1954, p.74).
In the production of truth, scientific objects, in other words, are constructed when meeting scientists, and when meeting objects, scientists
are also constructed. In this way, the discourse of science constitutes not
only objects, but at the same time subjects, namely 'scientificable'
subjects, reduced to scientific objects. This discourse also involves
scientists, who then produce successive regimes of truth, in connection
with which they generate still new positions from which to speak and
further, discover still new objects, which in the case of psy sciences, has
changed our mode of understanding and acting upon ourselves and
others in terms of rationality versus irrationality, sanity versus insanity,
and normality versus abnormality (see e.g. Potter, 1996). The production of sciences, scientists, and scientific objects are thus closely intertwined, and we therefore refute the idea that scientific objects are out
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there merely waiting to be discovered. In seeking an answer to the
question about where scientific objects were before they were discovered,
Latour points to the possibility of answering both: 'they were made up at
the beginning of the nineteenth century' and 'they were there all along' that is, 'after the beginning of the nineteenth century they were there all
along' (1999, pp.172-73).
In the case of the psy sciences, this implies that since Bleuler constructed the term 'schizophrenia' in 1911, the particular problems
termed accordingly were constructed as independent, objective realities,
connected to which they have become naturalized preconstructions; only
from then on were they believed to 'have been there all along.' In other
words, the existence of schizophrenia as a scientific object, which is to
say as an object that 'has been there all along,' started in 1911. Because
the positivity of scientific objects may in this way be historized, that is
dated and localized, then they 'are better accounted for when they are
treated just like other historical events,' Latour says (ibid. p.147). Scientific objects may then be thought of as constructed objectivities, which
implies that no scientific objects have existed at all times, and will not
exist forever, that is, independent of the making of scientists, the particular discursive practices and the institutions in which they are continually
re/constructed as scientific objects. Therefore, Latour suggests that
instead of talking about 'absolute existence, we may talk calmly about
relatiue existence' (ibid. p. 156).

Discovering or Constructing Facts'
However, due to the quest for absolute certainty, moderns hold that
science is either the discoveiing of facts or the construction offacts. This
corresponds to two positions; at one end, realism focusing on the 'real'
and objective world, and at the other end, subjectivism focusing on the
subjective world, claiming that whatever we take to be reality are merely
linguistic or cognitive constructions. The first account implies that the
initiative of action comes from the object sphere, in relation to which
scientists are thought to be passive and the objects active insomuch as the
objects are thought have been there all along, merely waiting to be
discovered. On the contrary, in the latter account, scientists (or the
transcendental subjects) are thought to be active while objects are passive
insomuch as they are merely constructed through language. Conse-
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quently, realists consider the notion of 'construction' to mean that the
object is something 'merely' constructed, a kind of fiction, and therefore
without connection to 'reality' whereas, subjectivists, such as linguistic
constructivists or cognitivists, hold that what are believed to be scientific
'facts' are constructions insomuch as all we can know is the constructed
world; that is, 'the world that springs into existence through language.'
In this way, the subjectivists tum the notion of construction into an
argument against objectivity, truth and reality, as does Starbuck, who
says:

Years ago, I believed rationality could manufacture understanding. I lived
in physical and social environments that were real and I wanted to understand the social realities. I wanted to create a genuine 'behavioral science'
based on mathematical models, computer simulation, and systematic
experiences. Various experiences over the years have challenged these
beliefs. I discovered that rationality cannot only be a deceptive tool but a
potentially dangerous one, and I learned a few techniques to help me
challenge my rational thought. I discovered that research findings have
very low reliabilities, that some fields make no discernible progress over
many decades, and that societal cultures strongly influence researchers'
judgments about what constitutes useful knowledge. I saw that much that
passes for research is merely random noise dressed up in pretentious language. Rather than realities, the social systems I was studying proved to
be arbitrary categories created by observers or social conventions.
[...]The systems we are trying to understand are much more complex
and flexible than prevalent research methods (rooted in spontaneous data
and static analyses) are capable of comprehending (2004).

Another Version of Constmctionism
Insofar as we refute the discourse of opposition, we must also reject the
linguistic position, according to which the world springs into existence
through language. Still, we must accept the constitutive force of language
insomuch as we recognize that scientists, through scientific language
inscribed in language hierarchies, construct versions of the world and of
human subjectivities, in relation to which we come to understand and act
upon the world, ourselves and others. Therefore, we do not deny that 'in
the history of science, the fathers of things have been first of all fathers of
words,' as Haraway says (1991, p.81). Nor do we deny that when par-
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ticular words are used or truths uttered, constructions get done. Take
the case of mental illness, in relation to which scientists, through the
processes of objectification, construct particular problems as objects for
science, and particular subjectivities as objects for science, and at the
same constitute themselves as scientists; that is, someone using a particular language and possessing a particular kind of knowledge about these
now fixed subjectivities: insofar as these constructs are socialized into the
whole social body, we then come to act upon ourselves and others
accordingly and participate in the making of scientists. In this way,
language becomes, like Bourdieu says, storage of 'naturalized preconstructions,' 'setting everyone the same traps; it is an immense network of
easily accessible wrong turnings' (referring to Wittgenstein, Bourdieu,
1992, p.242).
These sorts of constructionist arguments raise critiques against the
rationalist notions of meaning and reference and consequently, the
notions of 'facts' and 'truths' insomuch as we maintain that rather than
mirroring something 'out there' or revealing essences, scientific facts are
better understood as constructed facts about particular objects, constructed as scientific objects. The constructionist critique is thus, on the
one hand, related to analyses of how particular truths about the world
and subjects are made to appear as truths that are stable, neutral and
separate from the scientific communities in which they are constructed.
On the other hand, while aiming to disclose how particular representations of the world and subjects which in accordance with the scientific
discourse are made to seem as mere 'discoveries' of essences and therefore universal and absolute - are better understood as relative we emphasize their historicity and relation to certain interests, such as 'the will to
knowledge' (Foucault, 1976). This does not mean, however, that there is
no connection between the objects of science - in this case, the particular
subjectivities constructed as objects for science and 'reality.'
Insofar as these subjectivities do not spring into existence through
scientific language, we suggest that subjects, being hybrids, may be said
to be non/reason; accordingly, the mistake made by psy scientists is that
they focus all their attention on particular 'signs' of non-reason based
upon the discourse of opposites. They neglect, in other words, the hybrid
subjectivity of the subjects of difference, according to which subjects are
never fixed but always in the process of becoming; as a consequence,
scientists construct particular 'signs' as scientific problems, and so the
progressive development of their science rests upon their ability to
-
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discover still new 'signs' of non-reason. The number of discoveries fixation of subjectivities - will therefore always progress. In other words,
scientists continuously 'discover,' and thus turn arbitrary 'signs' into
objects for science, and it is in relation to this that we must understand
the still expanding number of subjects constructed as objects for science.
In relation to this, the metaphor of 'construction' is used to point to
the arbitrariness, relativity and historicity of the scientific facts and truths
that we hold about the world - and also about particular subjectivities while emphasizing that the words we use are not merely mirroring 'what
is there' in a one to one correspondence; or required by something 'out
there' that has always been waiting to be discovered by the neutral gaze
of scientific rationalities. Questioning the idea that language mirrors the
world implies that any object, human as well as nonhuman, in principle
can be understood in an infinite number of ways (see Gergen, 1997,
1999). This directs us to Saussure's tenet about the arbitrariness and the
relativity of the sign, referring to the fact that signs are not inherently
meaningful in themselves, but arbitrary conventions that are historically

constituted. Consequently, there is no necessary connection or essential
interrelation between the signified Ohe concepO and sign:fier (sound-image
or 'symbolt), and they are therefore always subject to transformation.
Moreover, since signifiers do not refer to preexisting essences or concepts, (Ideas or GeisO, signs have no essential meaning independent of
the relative historical cultural context within which they are inscribed
(Saussure, 1986, pp.150); therefore, it 'makes no difference, what words
we use as long as 'we,' the users of language sharing its conventions, can
tell the di erence' (Caputo, 1997, p.100).
While denouncing the idea that there are natural sets of things 'out
there' waiting to be named, corresponding to the arbitrariness of words,
we point, in accordance with Saussure, to the possibility of questioning,
negotiating, and reflecting upon the naturalized preconstructions that we
hold to be true insomuch as they point to the arbitrariness, relativity and
historicity of the truths we hold to be true which will most likely not be
true forever. In other words, the tenet about the arbitrariness and the
relativity of the sign is important insomuch as it emphasizes that a sign
can never point back beyond itself into an independent essence. At the
-

same time, calling attention to the arbitrariness of scientific constructs,
one of the most important modern assumptions is being questioned;
namely, that objects, which are more or less arbitrarily defined as objects
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of science, are believed to be realities that are pointed out by scientists
(as well as nonscientists) to the 'obvious' fact.
In accordance with the arbitrariness, relativity, and historicity of any
construct, the modern rational subject, or any fixed subjectivity, is also
decentered, denaturalized and deessentialized. Saussure, however,
decenters the subject while maintaining that the subject is constituted by
its embeddedness within linguistic structures, or 'collectivity': opposing
the way that subjects constitute language, Saussure says, 'language is not
a function of the speaker; it is a product that is passively assimilated by
the individual' (1986, p. 145). Subjects, in this way, become a function of
linguistic structures, and Sassurean semiotics become, therefore, a kind
of structural determinism, according to which we are trapped in the
structures of language of a particular culture insomuch as 'each collective
produces its own distinct conceptual world.' This makes it difficult to see
how we may get beyond one particular culture to reach other cultures
(Gergen, 1997). Therefore, semiotics may lead to a kind of linguistic
cognitivism, according to which 'reality' is a pure linguistic construction
founded upon cognitive pictures or schemata, corresponding to which
our understanding of the world, ourselves and others is determined by
the language we use. Both in the version of structural determinism and
cognitivism we seem, in this way, to be trapped in the structures of
language insomuch as language is separated from the situations and
practices in which it is used. What is more, since language becomes a
'unified system of signs,' linguistics come to take their object for granted,
but like other objects, Bourdieu says, 'this object is a preconstruction,
linked to social, historical and political conditions;' and inscribed in the
hierarchies of opposites, this unification of language, moreover, establishes a particular set of linguistic practices as dominant, while local
languages or dialects are devalued (1991, pp. 4.).
While opposing linguistic positions that detach language from any
relationship between humans, between humans and nonhumans, and
between words and the world, we continue our analyses of the constitutive forces of scientific language. We then find that realists also separate
language from any relation between humans, between humans and
nonhumans, and between words and the world, while claiming that
scientists are merely objectively gazing at independent objects 'out
there,' according to which we have come to believe that scientific discoveries, observations and descriptions are objective and independent from
scientists as subjects insomuch as they, due to their careful methodologi-
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cal work and long training, have been taught to take no active part in the
construction of facts. However, to depict scientists as passive, objective
and rational gazes that merely observe and describe objects, neglects the
fact that scientists' observations and descriptions are based on their long
training, on the basis of which they observe, evaluate and describe the
object in question. If all scientists did was to objectively observe and
describe the objects in question, then everyone who visited scientific
institutions could also expect to see what scientists see, and everyone
would then be able to objectively observe and describe these objects.
There would, in other words, be no good reason to use particular scientists, or to use scientists at all, to deal with particular objects (Latour,
1999). The fact that particular scientists are needed in order to observe
and describe particular objects is therefore due to their long training
within a particular discipline in which they have learnt to identify, observe and describe particular objects in accordance with the methodologies and theories of the discipline. Therefore, not just anyone is able to
see the objects that scientists see or talk about the things that they talk
about, and situated within the hierarchy of opposition, scientific facts
are, moreover, presented with the force of 'truths,' according to which
scientific objects are made 'real' (Potter, 1996).
Scientific objects are, in other words, not pure objects 'out there'
merely waiting to be 'discovered,' whose 'reality' any one good observer
could grasp. On the contrary, particular scientists are used to conduct
particular observations and construct particular descriptions; namely,
scientists who, through a particular training, have been taught to observe
and describe these particular objects in accordance with the particular
methodologies and theories of the particular discipline. So, recalling that
scientists work carefully, that they are carefully observing and describing
the particular objects of the particular discipline in which they inscribe,
implies that they cannot be viewed as mere passive scientific gazes, but
are better thought of as active participants in the construction of objects
insomuch as they have been working with these objects and zuorking to
reach particular observations and write particular descriptions.
The question that remains is why scientists claim to be mere passive
and detached observers who are merely objectively describing their
objects, and why they maintain that we should never confuse epistemological questions, subjective representations of the world, and ontological
questions, the world in-itseO. This seems to be due to the subject-object
dichotomy, corresponding to subjectivism-realism or empiricism, accord-
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ing to which modernists distribute activity and passivi) in such a way
that what is taken by one is lost to the other: when scientists are said to
construct or invent the objects, the objects are then viewed as passive
and scientists as subjective; and when scientists are believed to be mere
observers, discovering the objects, it is the experts who are then passive
and objectively gazing at the activity of the objects (see Latour, 1999).
In this way, both the realist and the subjectivist positions remain
within the dual model, having either the gaze or the language of scientists
on the one side, and the world on the other side, without any connection
between the two, corresponding to which a world 'out there' and a mind
'in here' remain 'incommensurable' (Latour, 1991). In other words, by
trying to separate purely objective factors from merely social/subjective
ones, two worlds emerge from the modern attitude. One is a scientific
objective world, in which scientificity and objectivity is reached only when
it has been purified from any contamination by the collective; the other
is a social/subjective human world in which authentic humanness or
subjectivity is reached only when we are protected from any contact with
science, technology, and objectivity. Insofar as our aim is to rid ourselves
of the hierarchies of opposites, we must therefore try to restore the
relationship between these oppositions.

Restoring the Relationship between Goppositions'

If scientific objects are not merely out there waiting for to be discovered,
insomuch as they are made visible Only through the careful work of
scientists, founded on their long methodological and theoretical training,
then scientists are better understood as participative rather than passive
gazes, and scientific facts to be sorts of constructions rather than the
objective naming of the world. Implicit in the discourse of opposites and
the corresponding quest for certainty, however, is the paradox of oppositions leading to the question; 'how can a mind that is situated inside be
certain about the existence of a world that is situated outside, and certain
to know anything about objects in this world?' (cf. 'the problem of
solipsism,' chap. 1) Questioning the existence of reality is thus folded into
the invention of the dualist ontology, following which moderns involve
themselves in an endless search for absolute certainty about the existence
of a world from which they have been disconnected by the dual gap, and
leading at the same time to the belief in the progressive development of
science, according to which science gets still closer to truth (see Latour,
1991,1999, and Knorr-Cetina & Mulkay, 1983).
Once the world is divided, dual questions follow: is the object constructed, or is it autonomous? If it is constructed, then who is the constructer? Is it the scientist or the object? The subject-object dichotomy
distributes activity and passivity in such a way that whatever is taken by
one is lost to the other. Therefore, if scientists, on the one hand, are said
to construct or invent their objects, then the objects are thought to be
passive and scientists to be actively and subjectively interpreting objects.
If scientists, on the other hand, are thought to be mere observers discovering objects, then it is scientists who are passive while objectively gazing
at the activity of the objects and discovering their essences. Subjectivists
believe, as mentioned, that scientists are the constructers of 'objects,'
'facts,' and 'truths' while realists believe that objects are the constructers
of sciences as well as of scientists insomuch as the positivity of the
objects calls for particular sciences and scientists. On the basis of the
dual position, moderns, in this way, have come to believe in the existence of two spheres - the subjective (understanding, meaning, interpre-
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tation) and the objective sphere (Ding-an-sich). These are separated by a
gap between the words and the zuorld, which scientists then either try to
reduce through the search for correspondence between the word and the
world, or accept as an inescapable condition.
Insofar as our aim is to restore the relation between 'opposites' - such
as between humans and nonhumans and between words and the world we must reject the very dual question of correspondence between words
and the world (subjectivity-objectivity) and accordingly, seek a different
understanding of the constructer. In order to overcome discourses of
opposites, we must, in other words, get rid of the gap between words and
the world and attempt to grasp the symmetrical translation of the relationship between humans and nonhumans. In connection to the latter,
Latour (1999) suggests that the responsibility for action is not the property of the one, but rather, a 'shared responsibility.' Therefore, both
humans and nonhumans must be seen as being involved in the construction of facts or in other words, both humans and nonhumans must be
seen as active constructers and thus participants in the construction of
the truths of our collective insomuch as they are folded into each other
instead of being separate from one another. Latour (1999) illustrates the
relational folding between humans and nonhumans in the following way:
You are different with a gun in you hand; the gun is different with you
holding it. You are another subject because you hold the gun; the gun is
another object because it has entered into a relationship with you. What
is true of the subject it true of the object. The twin mistake of the materialist and the SOCiologiSt iS, to start with, essences, those of subjects or
those of objects. Ifwe study the gun and the person as propositions, however, we realize that neither subject nor object (nor their goals or functions) are fixed. When the propositions are articulated, they join together
into a new proposition. They become "someone, something" else - a
hybrid actor, actants40. It is neither people nor guns that kill. Responsibility for action must be shared among the various actants. Action is simply
not a property of humans, but of an association of actants (Latour, 1999,
pp. 180).

In this way, there are only events in which humans and nonhumans are
simultaneously folding into each other. There are no pure objects, no
pure subjects, no contraction, no agents and no mastery, and therefore
we usually do not act knowing of our actions; rather, we are most often
slightly surprised by what we do and what we create. In accordance with
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this, scientists are in the same way overtaken by the situation and create
autonomous objects without being in control over their creation. In this
way, there is a reciprocal relationship between scientists and their objects. Consequently, 'the more activity there is from one, the more
activity there is from the other,' as Latour remarks (ibid. p.147).
In other words, the more (carefully) scientists work, the more
'autonomous' and 'real' their objects become insomuch as both are
participative actants in the making of facts. So, since the situation in
which scientists work is neither voiceless nor neutral, then rather than
being objective and neutral descriptions and discoveries produced
outside any situation, scientific 'facts' are better seen as emerging from
networks of actants; namely, relations between the vocabulary used,
gestures, textbooks, papers, settings, instruments, institution, or between
humans and nonhumans, including scientists, scientific texts, communities, institutions, apparatus, and surroundings, both social and material.
This implies that the making of scientific facts takes place in the relationship between scientists and objects, the papers scientists read and write,
the instruments they use, and the institutions in which the research is
situated.
The relationship between actants in this way becomes that of articulations, Latour says (1991, p.141), which means that scientists articulate
themselves while always already situated in the midst of a particular
situation with both humans and nonhumans, which in turn articulates
themselves. Scientists are, in other words, articulated within particular
institutions, as members of particular scientific communities, in which
the objects about which they talk have always already been articulated in
accordance with particular research traditions, hold particular methodologies, employ particular instruments, theories, textbooks, and so on.
All of these actants articulate themselves and participate in scientists'
work, and scientific facts are then constructed in the midst of particular
social and material surroundings in addition to being situated in particular discourses. We deny, therefore, taking humans or nonhumans for
active constructers or passive objects, or extending subjectivity to Objects, or objectivity to subjects; 'opposites' are instead relationally folding
into each other. This does not mean that we reduce everything to an
identity in which all is included in all, abandoning differences, but
rather, that there is a simultaneity of identity and difference.
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The Things we talk about
Accordingly, there is no direct pathway from objects to words insomuch
as both are constructions of the hybrid relationship between scientists,
objects, and the discipline in which they are both inscribed; and since
scientists, in the 'making of truths,' are participants in networks of
non/humans in which scientific truth emerges, we may along with Latour
say that, 'the scientist authorizes the object to authorize him to speak in
its name' (1999, p.132). Scientists' involvement with the things about
which they speak is, in this way, Latour continues, 'at once much more
intimate and much less direct that that of the traditional picture.' So,
rather than being objective discoveries or linguistic constructions, scientifiC truths are therefore the outgrowth of a circularization between
humans and nonhumans; that is, processes in which humans and nonhumans make each other. Following this argument, Latour suggests:
We tell the scientists that the more connected a science is to the rest of the
collective, the better it is, the more accurate, the more verifiable, the more
solid. And, we therefore tell humanists that the more humans share existence
with nonhumans, the more human a collective is (1999, p.18)

To overcome the gap between words and the world, and thus both the
subjectivist and realist position, we must retain both the processes that
nonhumans involve in the making of scientific facts at the same time as
scientists' involvement in the constitution of scientific objects. While
doing so, we abandon the idea that words and world are two distinct
ontological domains, and avoid the ontological paradox by declining the
division between ontology and epistemology, and between objectivity
and subjectivity. In seeking to restore the relationship between humans
and nonhumans, we once more emphasize that human and nonhuman
create each other. Further, instead of the modern gap between the word
and the world, we hold, as Latour suggests that, 'there is neither correspondence, nor gaps, nor even two distinct ontological domains, but an
entirely different phenomenon: circulating reference' (1999, p.24).
We reject in this way any subjectivist position, according to which the
world springs into existence through language, as well as any objectivist
positions, according to which there is a one-to-one correspondence
between words and the world. The latter refers to the mirror theory of
language, in connection with which we have come to believe that words
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'picture' the world insomuch as words have been turned into passive
refections of what is 'there,' corresponding to which scientists tend to
reduce humans and nonhumans, and the relation between the two (as
well as between humans) to objects and static conditions (see Gergen,
1991, Bourdieu, 1992). By refuting the mirror theory, we do not mean
to say that words have no connection with the world but rather, that
words are not what they pass themselves off to be, that is, mere reflections of something that is 'there.' Rather than being an objective mirroring the world, words are constructions involving both humans and
nonhumans, corresponding to which there is always already a connection
between words and the world insomuch as the language we use always
already 'bears a connection with the world' (Latour, 1999, p.8).
Since we are always already engaged with the world, our engagement
with the world implies that the relationship between words and the world
is 'at once much closer and less direct than it was presumed to be within
the modern attitude,' Latour says (ibid. p. 144). However, having refuted
the mirror metaphor, according to which language mirrors the world in
itself, we suggest that language does not speak of the world as such, but
that we, through language, construct representations of the world which
simultaneously disconnects us from and connects us with the world;
pushing it away, but also bringing it closer in one and the same move. In
connection to this, words are at once as realist and constructivist, immediate and intermediary, near and far, and the notions of'construction' and
'autonomous reality' in this way become synonyms; consequently,
scientific work always already holds a simultaneous move of construction
and reality.
To overcome the discourse of opposites and the corresponding distinction between reality and construction, the world is therefore better
seen as a co#ective; that is, Latour says, 'a hybrid world made up at once of
gods, people, starts, electrons, nuclear plants, and markets' (ibid. 16). In
other words, to avoid the distinction between opposites entirely, we must
emphasize their always already folding into each other, according to
which it is no longer a question of being distant and disconnected, but
one of being connected; therefore, rather than trying to disconnect science
from the rest of the collective, the task is to tie it to the collective. We
need, however, to have another understanding of 'reality' or 'truth' and
'construction' in connection to which we accept that our answers will be
without the certainty of empiricist positions, corresponding to which we
have also given up the progressivist perspective according to which the
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present is regarded as the outcome of a teleological progression in relation to which scientific knowledge is believed to get still closer to some
absolute truth. Although we do not decline the importance of scientific

knowledges

celebrating, for example, the technological opportunities
given to us by science - the aim is to prevent the assumption that any
knowledge holds some absolute truth. The aim is, in other words, to free
non/humans from the domination of objectivity.
-

The End of Absolute Certainty
We maintain, thus, that humans and nonhumans are relationally folding,
corresponding to which we argue that there is always already a relationship between 'opposites.' We therefore refuted the 'empiricist resignation' (Bourdieu, 1992) of the discourse of science, according to which
we are only connected to the world and the other through the gaze.
Having refuted the discourse of science and the corresponding discourse
of opposites, we have at the same time given up the search for absolute
certainty; moderns, in relation to this, may pose the ontological question
about the existence of the world and ask if we no longer believe there to
be a world 'out there.' But insofar as we have reconnected the word and
the world, subjectivity and objectivity, and thus untangled ourselves from
the discourse of oppositions, we realize at once that the very question
rests upon the belief in the existence of the absolute reality of the world.
We realize, in other words, that the question about the existence of
the world is only a problem for moderns who have constituted an impossible split between 'the mind-in-the-box' and the 'world-in-itself in
accordance with the hierarchy of opposites. While the very question
about the existence of the world necessitates and takes for granted the
dual ontology that we deny, we therefore answer that since we decline
the discourse of opposition, we no longer believe in the existence of
some world 'out there.' This does not mean, however, that we refute the
existence of the world. On the contrary, insomuch as humans as well as
nonhumans are actively participating in the creation of the world and of
each other, we merely refuse to grant the world the ahistorical, isolated,
inhuman, and objective existence that it is given by realists. So, our
answer to moderns posing the question about the existence of the world
may be; 'of course, there is a world, but this it is not a world situated
'out there' from which we - a mind 'in here' - are disconnected. Rather,
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we are hybrid subjectivities that are always already situated in the midst
of the world, and because we have always been connected with the world
and never disconnected from it, and because our relationship with the
world has in this way never been lacking, we no longer need some mind
'in here' looking through the gaze at some world 'out there' searching for
absolute certainty about the existence of the world. In short, we have no
difficulties in reconnecting with our immediate and relative assurance of
the existence of the world insomuch as we are always already situated in
the midst of the world; we therefore no longer need to strive for 'absolute certainty' in order to get in contact with it - or with the other.'
Nonetheless, the ontological question causes a continuous puzzle to
moderns and in relation to this, Latour poses the following question to
moderns:
Why burden this solitary mind-in-the-vat with the impossible task of finding absolute certainty, instead of plugging it into the connection that
would provide it with all the relative certainties it needed to know and to
act? Why was this disconnection ever invented, and why the contradictory
orders: Be absolutely disconnected! Find absolute proof that you are connected! (1999, p.12)

Why was this disconnection ever invented, Latour asks? The invention
of the discourse of opposites, according to which reason and non-reason
was disconnected, as we suggested earlier, is connected to the constitution of the subject of reason who is to rid moderns of the uncertainty that
this division has produced. Moderns, accordingly, link reason to truth
and the notion of a world 'out there' which a mind 'in here' gains access
to through the gaze by establishing some correspondence between words
and the world.
This implies a politicizing of science insomuch as it links science to
the building of rational societies and corresponding institutions of reason, which rests upon the myth of progressive development according to
which modern societies and scientificity succeeds a primitive or less
developed pre-modern belief in Gods, nymphs, and dragons. In other
words, the past differs from the present and the present from the future
in the sense that what once was mystifying will become still clearer when
objectivity and subjectivity become even more distinct, and scientific
rationalities gain still better insight into the secrets of the world. Moderns believe, in this way, that the more science progresses, the more
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scientific rationalities will be able to separate objectivity and subjectivity,
and the closer they will get to certainty and truth. This will enable the
building of societies that are still more developed, more objective, true,
rational and civilized.
Insofar as science is not objective and atheoretical, then, nor are these
rational societies built upon atheoretical truths insomuch as moderns
maintain that we need universal standards and accordingly, the 'unification of reason' and a 'universalistic theoretical approach' (Habermas,
1985). Moderns hold, in other words, metanarratives as guiding principles for what constitutes better societies; 'we ought,' therefore, Habermas says, 'to act under the presuppositions of the unifying power of
communicative reason' (ibid. p. 195-96). Moderns fear that we will
become 'disillusioned' if we denounce metanarratives and the governing
of the 'guardian of reason' and in connection with this, they fear that
mere irrational forces will take over in that without universal standards,
we can no longer distinguish theory from ideology, and accordingly, we

will have no way of distinguishing reason from non-reason, right from
wrong, true from false, and facts from fiction.
Although we need not denounce all forms of metanarratives, the claim
for universality and absolute certainty and the corresponding distinction
between something that is true from something false, only becomes a
quest in relation to the construction of the dual model. Insofar as we
have declined the hierarchy of opposites and are satisfied with the relative certainty that our always already being in the midst of the world
provides, we are then capable of declining the unitary metanarratives and
metatheories of modernity that put all knowledge in the name of true
metaknowledges and then place these into a hierarchical order. We thus
decline the modern forms of metanarratives and metaknowledges due to
their claim to being universal insomuch as they have become totalitarian
theories, as Foucault says (1980, p.80), according to which, moderns, by
claiming universality and seeking unity, have indeed become intolerant
of other theories and other voices, which is the reason why whenever the
'guardians of reason' have claimed certain standards to be universal,
some voices have been silenced, marginalized, or excluded in the course

of othering.
In other words, due to the hierarchy of opposition and the corresponding dualistic logic, according to which we have come to take for
granted the division between reason and non-reason, scientific rationalities have become 'implicitly normative and function therefore by exclu-
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sion and disqualification according to a normal-abnormal opposition'
(Braidotti, 1994); and as 'guardians of reason,' scientific rationalities
must therefore look after, educate and discipline the whole social body.
Contrary to the idea of objectivity and the division between theories and
ideology, moderns have in this way turned theories into politics; we may
recall the body politics, in relation to which 'sciences of abnormality have
formed a significant part of the scientific discourse' (ibid.), and according to which scientific truths have come to act upon the whole social
body. So, returning to the question about the invention of the disconnection, we claim it to be connected to the hierarchical ordering of society and thus much earlier than moderns, who came to believe that scient(tic
knowledge was a necessity inasmuch as it was thought to be absolute and
therefore different from the everyday practical and relative knowledges.
When we give up the hierarchy of oppositions, and at the same time

give up the quest for absolute certainty, then the question, 'what is really
there?' is no longer asked insomuch as the mind and the world, the inner
and the outer, individual and collective, humans and nonhumans, nature
and culture, are no longer separate entities. Absolute certainty, therefore,
becomes a myth inasmuch as it presupposes the division between something that is 'true' as opposed to something that is 'false.' In connection
with giving up 'absolute certainty' and the hierarchy of opposites, we
thus suggest, along with Latour, that one possible answer as to why the
hierarchy of opposites - and accordingly the disconnection between the
subject of reason and the world - was ever invented is that the mind of
the few could claim truth, knowledge and certainty over the many so as
to silence the many voices of the 'inhuman crowd' or 'ten thousand
fools' (1999, p.12). Further, due to the distinction between humans and
nonhumans, moderns have continued their dominance over nonhumans
in connection to which moderns have placed themselves in the position
of gods, and as such we continue to subjugate nonhumans as though
they were our exclusive possessions (see e.g. Lykke and Braidotti, 1996).
So, while thinking in terms of universality and unity, moderns have
become opposed to difference and plurality insomuch as they - due to
the hierarchy of opposition, and the corresponding divisions between
reason and non-reason, rationality and irrationality, objectivity and
subjectivity - have placed a phallocentric reason high in the hierarchical
order of the world, such as scientific rationalities, who are believed to be
the only ones capable of solving the paradoxical quest to be 'absolutely
disconnected' and 'absolutely connected.' The objective world and thus
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objective truths about the world remain, in other words, accessible only
the rational gaze of scientists, since only the rational gaze can gain
objective and true knowledge about what is really there. On the basis of
the discourse of opposites, the few who are considered superior come in
this way to dominate the inferior masses.
Opposing the hierarchical order and calling into question metanarratives and universal truths does not mean, as mentioned, that we must
refute metanarratives and truths as such, but merely that we cannot
claim any one metanarrative or truth to be universal and non negotiable.
The deconstructive questioning of the constitution of truths, in other
words, is not to avoid truths as such, but to avoid domination by those
claiming to hold the truth, our main concern is, in other words, how to
escape domination so as to allow difference.
to

Opening up to Difference
While opposing the search for unity, according to which identity is
primary to difference, Saussure (1986) proposes that identity is secondary to difference, referring to his tenet the irreducibility of digerence to
identity. Following this, Derrida (1986, 1997) suggests that the meaning
of a word is a function of the play of differences, according to which the
meaning of a word is defined differentially, that is, relative to the meaning of other words. The play of difference, however, is not a closed
system but an open-ended play, and not only implies language. Rather,
every relationship is marked by the play of difference, which is not to say
that everything is linguistic - the mistake Derrida calls linguisticism - but
that all relationships, like language, are marked by the play of difference
(Derrida 1986, pp.400, 1997, p. 104).41 Due to essentialist and substantialist modes of thinking, the play of differences has been negated insomuch as the modern binaries have become more or less fixed containers,
trapping non/humans in particular oppositional and hierarchical relationships, and reducing (for example) the relationship between scientists and
nonscientists to relationships between reason and non-reason, or superior and inferior. In this way, the hierarchy of oppositions closes innumerable possible relationships and knowledges and we must therefore rid
ourselves of these binaries so as to open up to differences insomuch as
difference and heterogeneity are necessary for opening up to new possibilities, including hybrid subjectivities, and thus for our engagement with
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the heteroglossia of the many voices that have been disqualified, excluded, and silenced in the course of othering - and in relation to the
discourse of rationality.
We refute in this way the quest for identity, and consequently we no
longer strive for Science with a capital S,' as Latour says (1999); that is,
sciences allowing scientific rationalities to claim that they hold universal
truths, metaknowledges and superiority on the basis of neutrality, objectivity, and distance. We reject, in other words, the always already superiority of scientific knowledges and accordingly, the scientists as the
rational gaze or Aujkldrer, who, Caputo says, have become 'a sort of
metajudge who in judgements over all judgements claim to hold the
unquestionable and indisputable absolute truths about the world and
others so much as it is such absolutism that comes to silence the many
voices' (1997, p.52-54). In view of this, we advocate, like Foucault
(1980), an anti-saentific position, according to which, he proposes, we
avoid the question 'is it or is it not a scienceP' Insomuch as this very question entails the quest for constituting truths, and insomuch as power and
knowledge have been connected, then 'the very determination to make a
science out of this or that study' results in the dismissing, disqualifying
and silencing of other voices, other experiences, knowledges and practices. When doing research, we may therefore continuously ask ourselves
about the power that will go with the particular knowledges that we
produce. We may, Foucault proposes, ask ourselves:
What type of knowledge do you want to disqualify in the very instant of
your demand: "Is it a science?" Which experiences and knowledges do
you want to 'diminish' when you say: "I who conduct this discourse am
conducting a scientific discourse, and I am a scientist?" Which theoretical-political auant garde do you want to enthrone in order to isolate it
from all the discontinuous forms of knowledge that circulate about it?
(1980, pp.83)

In order to deconstruct the hierarchies of truths, we need thus to resist any position claiming to hold the absolute truth about non/humans,
so as to avoid creating new forms of totalitarianism (Gergen, 1999, p.18).
Further, in relation to this, we need to refute the methodological and
theoretical totalization implicated in the scientific discourse, according to
which differences have become threatening. Therefore, opposing the
discourse of science, we must remain open to differences and possible
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transgressions, and we must allow research to be uncertain, open-ended
and risk-taking and for researchers to stay involved with the collective. At
the same time, this is connected to the realization that the truths we hold
today about particular problems - for instance, particular private problems that have been constructed as scientific objects according to the law
on mental illness will most probably be different in the future, just as
they were different in the past.
In short, we must be able to talk about non/humans without saying
'never' or 'always'; that is, without constituting absolute facts and ahistorical and universal truths insofar as such encompassing absolutes are
constituted on the foundation of the discourse of opposites dividing
reason from non-reason, and according to which the subject of reason
always already establishes a hierarchical order of what is to count as
'rational,' 'right' and 'facts' contrary to that which is 'irrational' and
'wrong' and mere 'fiction.' We accept instead the historicity and relativity of all knowledges insomuch as our concern is a decentralization of
metaknowledges, corresponding to our deconstructive questioning of the
institutionalization of the phallocentric scientific discourse and the
hierarchy of oppositions, in relation to which difference has been replaced with the request for unity, rationality and normativity; therefore,
calling into question the hierarchical order, we no longer situate scientific
rationalities in an untouchable position 'up there' capable of forcing
superior reason upon inferior non-reason based upon the belief in truth
against falsity, objectivity against subjectivity, and rationality against
irrationality. Rather, we emphasize the discourse of difference - the
many voices.

5

Concluding Reflections

One might go so far as to say deconstruction is respect,
respect for the other, responsible affirmation of the other,
a way to delimit the narcissism of the modern self and to
make space for the other
- Derrida, 1994

This is not meant to be a conclusion, an ending remark insomuch as any
project may be seen as an open-ended voyage where new questions
continually arise. In the search for answers to questions I posed before
and during the creation of this project, I have therefore read many
inspiring authors, and although they provided me with answers, they
gave rise to even more questions - some of which I shall address in this
chapter.

Radicalized Modernity or Patriarchy
The crisis of modernity and the shift toward postmodernity was suggested as being closely linked to globalization and the corresponding
radical technological transformation of contemporary society. Braidotti
(1998) uses the term technological postmodernity to emphasize this link.
On one hand, the increase in communication technologies are celebrated
while giving way to new relational possibilities, since communication can
be freed from local constraints, in connection to which more voices can
be heard and 'cultures combined, hybridized and transformed' (Mulgan
in Held, 2000, p. 14). In relation to this, Braidotti points to the possible
fall of 'Eurocentrism,' and thus 'the universalistic pretension of Europe,
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that is European domination politically, economically, and culturally,
which is linked to its colonial past' (1998, p.4). We could, perhaps, hope
for the fall of 'colonialism' in general, insomuch as 'colonizing' the
'truth' seems always already to have given way to the construction of
some as other, and inscribed in the hierarchy of superior and inferior, to
have given the colonizer the divine right to dominate the colonized - all
those constructed as other.

In relation to this, we must keep in mind the paradox of globalization,
according to which globalization, on the one hand, gives way to the
possibility of global connectedness and thus cultural hybridity, in relation
to which different cultures connect and new cultures may emerge, and in
relation to which each culture, which is in itself a hybrid, integrates
elements from other cultures without losing its uniqueness. On the other
hand, globalization may also be seen to threaten differences insofar as it
threatens local cultures. This refers to the possible 'homogenizing consequences' of globalization, and thus to a cultural globalization or 'cultural
imperialism,' in relation to which particular Western values seem to be
inculcating the rest of the world, and in connection to which contemporary colonialism may be seen as being based on the ownership of communications technologies.42 We must, however, be careful not to fall into
an attitude according to which Western cultures are always already
considered 'inauthentic' and non-Western cultures 'authentic,' which
seems to be implicit in the cultural imperialism thesis, suggests Mackay
(2000, p.74). Nor should we underestimate the strength of local cultures
and believe that a colonizer is always already capable of dominating and
subjugating the colonized insomuch as we then presuppose that the latter
is always already passive and obedient, and therefore will Simply take on
whatever values they are presented with. We must, in other words, be
careful not to become Western-centric, which would represent merely
another form of domination insomuch as such an attitude seems to
presuppose 'the narvett and stupidity of the masses.'
Still, we cannot deny that globalization and the new technologies
seem to give way to a still more hierarchized world due to the uneven
distribution of the new technologies, insomuch as the majority of people
in the world have limited or no access to these technologies and therefore
lack the possibility to participate in the ever more globalized world. The
new technologies thus seem to reflect and reinforce the traditional
unequal economic and power relations and give way, as Braidotti says, to
a 'neganue di#erentiation in terms of access and participation' (1998). In
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relation to a still more hierarchical development of the world, according
to which the powerful become still more powerful and the powerless still
more powerless referring to a division between the 'information rich'
and 'information poor' (Mackay, 2000, p.57) globalization thus seems
to widen the world for some while narrowing it for others. Castells, in
relation to increased inequality, uses the notion of the 'Fourth World' to
identify the increasing number of people who are excluded and disconnected from participation in the new global economy, while saying that
the Fourth world is made up of multiple black holes of social exclusion
throughout the planet, and is present in literally every country, and every
city, and it is populated by millions of homeless, incarcerated, prostituted, criminalized, brutalized, stigmatized, sick, and illiterate persons' and, we may add, the psychiatrized (Castells, 2003, Castells in Held,
2000, p.38, see also Bourdieu on the 'subproletariat,' Bourdieu et al.
1999, pp.6).
The growing inequality and corresponding negative differentiation
also takes place in the rich parts of the world, in which 'new flexible
societies' (Sennett, 1999) celebrate possibility and nexibility, corresponding to which a large number of people are under continuous
pressure from the logic of the new economy. In these new societies, new
oppositions are created, such the globalist versus the localist, according to
which the former is associated with something always already positive,
while being given all the possibilities of new technologies and the new
economy: on the contrary, the latter is associated with something always
already negative, while seen as being trapped and isolated in local impossibilities: the local community is where life begins and where it ends.
While trapped in the global airport, the globalist, however, is required to
be mobile so as to be always ready to move and participate in numerous
possibilities - wherever, whenever and with whomever. The globalist, in
other words, is trapped in the demands to participate and to possess a
certain kind of'global capital' in order to avoid exclusion, and especially
avoid being viewed as an uninteresting and inflexible localist, envisioned
as someone entrapped in the stability and immobility of the local, and
therefore someone of the past. We may call these the people of the 'Fifth
world,' which carries the constant bsk of falling into the Fourth world,
that is, the constant risk of exclusion.
The globalist versus the localist may also be seen as a version of the
opposition between independence versus dependence, in accordance with
which we have come to take for granted that being independent (or
-

-
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mobile) is preferable to being dependent (or immobile). While having
been thought to be in opposition to one another, it seems that is has
always been difficult to find a balance between the two. It seems that
only if we denounce oppositional ways of thinking will we be able to
refute the contrasting of weak, immature and dependent versus strong,
mature and independent, according to which we have come to view
dependence as a appalling position, or even as a sign of a 'dependent
personality,' in contrast to independence, which is viewed as a sign of
'autonomy.' It thus seems necessary to resist this oppositional way of
thinking insofar as the independent globalist is not invited into the
wonderland of possibilities without this call, which at the same time has
become normative, in connection with which this 'new fexible subject'
(ibid.) must always already submit to and obey the quest for fexibility.
S/he, in other words, is always already demanded to be mobile and
fexible if s/he wants to avoid exclusion. In short, we need to bear in
mind that the new possibilities of new societies, as Sennett suggests, also
carry possible risks, losses and 'fragmentation of relationships as well as
of self insofar as the celebration of independence and autonomy risks
'eroding social bonds, mutual trust and commitment,' and thus leads us
to view relational needs as defects; as 'inadequacies, vulnerability and
limits of self' (ibid. pp. 140).
Sennett claims that the postmodern deconstruction of bureaucratic
hierarchization, and the corresponding deconstruction of the modern
subject, is part of this development insofar as most people within the
rationalized society of modernity lived in local communities, in which
'they worked and lived their lives with their families, and friends.' The
modern self, therefore, possessed a coherent narrative of self with a linear
storyline of a progressive meaning, according to which people made
sense of their life. In other words, the linearity of time made life predictable in the age of modern hierarchical bureaucracies, corresponding to
the rational organization of society, and according to which the whole
social body was disciplined. While pointing to the postmodern deconstruction of these bureaucracies, and thus 'the corrosion' of the linearity
of life, Sennett emphasizes the dangers of postmodern positions, when
he notes that:
Weber's "iron cage" bureaucracies with their blind routine are now under
attack by postmoderns who impatiently celebrate fexibility and flux
which demands that people are being open to change, uncertainty and
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risk-taking. The emphasis on flexibility changes the meaning of narratives
of life, work/ career, and self in so far as the self has become an ongoing
project living always in the immediate moment and for a future unknown.
Postmoderns thus blindly celebrate the new economy with its quest for
flexibility in accordance to which people move around so that no one
becomes a long-term wimess to another person's life. The maxim of
postmodernity seems in other words to be "no long term" commitment
which alters the very meaning of work and value the chameleon.
Short-term capitalism threatens thus to corrode the character of self,
particularly those qualities of character which bind human beings to one
another and furnishes each with a sense of sustainable self (extract of
Sennett, 1999, pp. 20-27).

In this way, Sennett connects the 'corrosion of self' with the transformation of bureaucratic organizations into non-hierarchical organizations,
which are, he says, 'organizations reconstructed unto flexible organizations with looser networks in accordance to organizational theories on
fexible organizations seeking to escape the rigidity of traditional bureaucratic organizations.' Moreover, due to this development, the focus is on
'the immediate moment, risk-taking, opportunity and whatever is new,'
and accordingly 'age, accumulated experiences and knowledge become
of little value in these organizations' (ibid. pp.80). In other words, the
willingness to take risks and do whatever is new has become the new
dominant norm, which therefore places this demand upon everyone who
wants to participate in the new global economy in order to avoid exclusion.

The question remains, however, whether the postmodern emphasis
upon opening up to new possibilities, absolutely new and alternative
subjectivities, corresponds to the values of the new flexible societies and
accordingly fexible subjects, celebrated in Sennett's version of postmodernism. The postmodern project seems, to be sure, to have the potential
for legitimatizing the new global economy insofar as postmoderns emphasize the importance of deconstructing hierarchies and decentering
any fixed subjectivities, while creating a version of self where the self is
viewed as non-essential, situated in shifting contexts, and therefore
always already in the process of creating itself. However, although the
postmodern vision of the self in this way places emphasis upon the
continuous processes of becoming, this is not a vision of a chameleon self
that can change in any way to fit the immediate situation. On the contrary, present situations are always already folding into past as well as
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future situations. Therefore, rather than representing the postmodern
vision of self, the flexible subjects Sennett talks about seem to be radicalized versions of the modern self, inasmuch as these are subjects with
fixed identities, while thought to be essentiaUy flexible versus inflexible.
Moreover, being objectified as in/flexible, these subjects have become
objects for management theories, which are always already embedded in
modern economic or capitalist rationality. These new flexible subjects of
the Fifth world seem, in other words, to be a radicalized version of the
modern vision of the self: on the one hand, insofar as they are viewed as
always already disposable, corresponding to the logics of new economy;
and on the other hand, in that they are thought of as subjects who
individually must be in control of their individual life, or rather, work
projects. These fexible subjectivities are hyper-individualized subjects
where only the I matters, corresponding to the discourses of essentialization and individualization, and according to which they are isolated
islands, responsible only for themselves rather than being involved in
shared responsibility with others.
The new flexible subjects continue, moreover, to be objects for the
rational subjects of psy and management professionals who, through a
variety of confession and corporate reengineering technologies, discipline
these always already managed subjects to be fexible, mobile, and open
to whatever is new. Accordingly, these new technologies of self are used
to gain the dominant discourse of Bexibility from the outside to the
inside of subjects, and insofar as the discourse of flexibility has invaded
the whole social body, while being the dominant normativity in the new
flexible societies, the flexible subjects always already perform according
to the processes of objectification and subjectification, which makes
them more manageable. In this way, the new fexible subjects are a kind
of work machine, corresponding to the rational objectives of new economy and new organizations, insomuch as they incorporate the new
normativity into their every thought, feeling, and action. While having
invaded their now Oexible bodies, each subject becomes directly responsible for being Oexible, for her/his willingness to take risks, and for
remaining 'open to whatever is new,' in accordance with the individualized paths for success or failure (e.g. Rose, 1996, Andersen & Born,
2001, Larsen, 2000,2001).
The claim that these 'new' subjects represent a 'new' version of the
modern vision of the subject, in accordance with a radicalization of
dualistic and hierarchical ways of thinking, is at the same time related to
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the fact that still more people in this era of globalization and the new
economy are left behind or not needed at all, or are objectified as different and deviant from the norm. Consequently, still more people are
excluded due to the discourses of sub-proletarianization, proletarianization, criminalization and psychiatrization, which is due to the growth of
the Fourth world (see e.g. Held, 2000, Held and McGrew, 2003, Part V,
and Bourdieu et al. 1999).
In light of this, the new in/flexible subjects may experience, as Sennett
points out, being in a constant situation of risk and test, insomuch as our
willingness to be fexible or to be and do whatever is demanded of us,
has become a 'test of character;' and since stability, due to the new
fexible normativity, is seen as a 'failure to be flexible, to move, to take
risks, to change, etc.,' then any sign of stability is seen as a sign of weakness as in 'stability seeming almost as living death.' In relation to the
discourse of flexibility we are, in other words, exposed to the continuous
quest to prove ourselves, which may, Sennett suggests, lead to a constant
state of stress and 'the fear of failing to act,' and accordingly, a constant
fear of being excluded from society, being left behind, or finding oneself
not needed by the collective (1999, pp.84-90).

The lonely Anti/hero
The new fexible subjects in this way seem to be deeply embedded in the
modern narrative about the lonely antDhero, insomuch as it is the individualized subject that succeeds or fails. Therefore, even though some of
the words used to envision the postmodern subject may also be used to
describe these flexible subjects, the latter version of the subject represents rather a radicalized version of the economic logic, in relation to
which the virtues of the patriarchal rational and economic subject have
been incorporated into the whole global body, corresponding to the logic
of new economy. The new flexible societies, in other words, seem to
represent a radicalized modernity or patriarchy, insofar as the transfermations of bureaucratic organizations into flexible organizations have
never given up the power/knowledge hierarchies of the world. Still, even
though the new fexible and economic subjects do not correspond to the
postmodern subjects, it is important that we remain attentive to the ways
the decentring of fixed subjectivities - and the emphasis upon 'possibilities,' 'uncertainty,' and so on - may be used to constitute new norms,
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according to which subjects are governed to be, do, and think of openness, possibilities and uncertainties in a rigid manner, such as in the case
of the managed subjects of management and organizational theories,
which negate the discourse of difference.
In this way, we need continually to ask ourselves, as Gergen suggests,
'what are the repercussions of these ways of talking, who gains, who is
hurt, who is silenced, what traditions are sustained, which are undermined, and how do I judge the future we are creating?' (1999, p.62) We
need, moreover, to be aware that the emphasis on open possibilities and
uncertainties, and so on, may, as Sennett reminds us, give way to 'the
reckoning of the possibilities of the present, as well as of what might be
lost in the future:' according to this, the emphasis placed on the willingness to take risks may be experienced as 'being at risk,' corresponding to
'a continual state of vulnerability, reinforced by the uncertainty of the
situation, which is inherently more depressing than promising' (1999,
pp.82-83).43 However, we should not forget how subjects objectified as
any fixed subjectivity, such as 'insane' within bureaucratic institutions,
may as well 'corrode from within' while imprisoned in linear narratives of
self that are almost impossible to escape once they are told.
In other words, even though the modern bureaucratic organization of
society may, as Sennett claims, provide stability, security and opportunity for long term planning, we should not forget the possible 'loss of
future' in hierarchical bureaucracies insofar as alternative voices - due to
the demand for identity and consensus within these bureaucracies
(which seems to be no less in new organizational forms, as we have seen)
- risk marginalization and even exclusion, such as in cases associated
with critical psychiatrists or postmodern voices in academia. Referring to
the intolerance of bureaucratic institutions, Braidotti thus reminds us
that, 'The relatively dismal careers of the leading poststructuralists
testifies the fact that mainstream philosophy and social science in Europe
view poststructuralism with great suspicion' (1998) (see also Bourdieu,

1988). In light of this, the postmodern emphasis on

the discourse of

difference, corresponding to the anti-essentialist decentring or anonymity
of the subject, the openness to the many voices and to multiplicity,

complexity and the aim to undo traditional power/knowledge hierarchies,
seems preferable to any version of the modern bureaucratic hierarchies.
The question remains, however, if the discourse of difference undermines the possibility for political and social criticism.

Concluding Reflections

177

Im/possible Gatherings
Moderns, for the most part, have privileged identity at the expense of
difference, corresponding to which the modern vision of politics emphasizes consensuality, community, gathering, acting together, and homogeneous (rational) identities - such as states, nations, individual, theoretical, political or religious identities (Taylor, 1986, Derrida, 1994).
Thought to privilege difference and 'non-consensuality' over identity and
'consensuality,' postmoderns have been criticized for giving rise to neoconservatism as well as neo-liberalism, insomuch as the discourse of
difference, and the corresponding decline of modern metanarratives, are
believed to undo everything the Enlightenment has done for Western
democracies. Thought to leave behind a path of destruction and fragmentation, postmodern positions are thus believed to give way to a
nihilistic and radical relativism of'anything goes' (e.g. Habermas, 1982,
1985).44 However, the emphasis placed upon the discourse of difference
does not mean that we privilege difference at the expense of identity,
insomuch as the postmodern project entails a deconstruction of any
oppositional ways of thinking. Therefore, we also resist the privileging of
difference over identity or identity over difference; that is, reducing the
one to the other, insomuch as the postmodern project is the simultaneous folding of difference and identity, multiplicity and singularity. Along
with Foucault, we might thus say 'perhaps one must not be for consensuality, but one must be against non consensuality' (1984b, p.379).
We resist in this way what Sennett (1999) refers to as 'communitarianism,' where consensuality is privileged over non-consensuality; that is,
unity over difference, and over complexity, contradictions, and heterogeneity, corresponding to which communitarianism implies a rigid quest
for unity, consensus and communal homogeneity - such as in the 'new'
emphasis on flexibility and teamwork, where all members of the team are
supposed to be share a common vision. Communitarianism is thus
closely linked to conformity, insomuch as everyone must submit to the
dominant norms. Those who resist, risk being excluded due to the
intolerance to difference. This reflects Sandemose's Law of Jante, which
is a transformation of the Ten Commandments into the Ten Commandments of Communitarianism, which Sandemose thought to be the
dominant norms of any community aiming at making the crowd 'obedient, modest, and reverent.' 45
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This is 77:e Law of Jante
1. You shall
2. You shall
3. You shall
4. You shall
5. You shall
6. You shall

not
not
not
not
not

thinkyou are anything special

think you are as good as us
think you are wiser than us
imagine you are better than us
think you know more than us
not think you are worth more than us
7. You shall not think you are good at anything
8. You shall not laugh at us
9. You shall not think anyone cares about you
10. You shall not think you can teach us anything

While resisting dualistic oppositions, rather than trying to overcome
difference in order to reach consensus and agreement, Sennett suggests
that we allow differences and disagreements to become explicit, and that
instead we negotiate the basic rules of engagement, while respecting,
listening and responding to one another allowing the other a voice from within relationships, where differences are acknowledged (Sennett
2003). Difference is also, from postmodern positions, a necessity for
forming coalitions insofar as difference is the condition for our relation
to the other. Derrida thus says that, 'we can address the other only to the
extent that there is a difference, a separation and dissociation between
self and other, according to which the one cannot replace the other'
(1994, p.14). The discourse of difference entails in this way an always
already 'difference within identity' and implies also 'the impossibility of
being one with oneself (ibid.). There is thus not only a difference between self and other, but also within the self, insomuch as difference
gives rise to the uniqueness or singulan'ty of each hybrid subject - as well
as of any communal or cultural hybrid identities.
The singularity of an identity implies in this way that this is a unity
that is not exclusive of the other, that is, a unity closing upon itself, nor is
it simply multiplicity. Rather, insofar as any identity is different from
itself, a hybrid identity is better seen as a singularity that is always already open to the other. The anonymizing of the modern unitary vision
of the subject does thus not necessarily imply the refusal of any 'positivity of subjectivity' since as such a position would make difficult the
struggles against domination and exclusion that are taking place in
course of othering. That is, if we denounce absolutely all subjectivities,
then 'who' will be able to struggle against othering, domination, exclu-
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sion, and so on? Therefore, although we refute the modern vision of self,
the postmodern vision of the self gives rise to a vision of self in relation to
which we stress the simultaneous folding of singularity and difference of
each subjectivity, while resisting assimilation into any dominant and
fixed ways of representing the self. Braidotti thus suggests, 'we develop
new kinds of subject figuration,' according to which we denounce at the
same time all discourses of essentialism, all kinds of naturalizations, and
therefore denaturalize all kinds of 'hegemonic, exclusionary and illusory
stability of fixed subjectivities,' emphasizing 'positionality rather then
fixity' (1994). In other words, we deconstruct the modern unitary vision
of the subject, and the corresponding oppositional ways of thinking, so as
to avoid any possible re/construction of oppositions in connection to a
re/construction of particular subjectivities. Accordingly, the modern
vision of self is replaced with a vision of self, where the singularity of the
self always encounters some difference because the self no longer has an
essence but is always already in-process. We stress, in this way, the

continuity of becoming.
The postmodern subject is

'transgressive subject' in this way decentered, anonymous, differentiated, saturated and situated insomuch as it
is always already in-process. Due to this way of being, the postmodern
subject can engage in political and social criticism insofar as its saturated
way of being makes this subject always already stress the importance of
respect for difference for the many voices, while enabling the engagement in relational understanding with those who have been excluded in
the course of othering. Consequently, the discourse of difference may be
seen as a matter of accounting for the possibility of responsibility toward
the other as well as of social, political, and ethical commitment, and
neither the disappearance of singularity nor the rejection of all forms of
gathering - inasmuch as we do need some gathering, which requires
some configuration so as to engage in social and political critic. Therefore, for the most part, postmoderns decline radical relativism since such
a position poses the risk of 'eroding the possibility of both political
coalition and intellectual debates,' as Braidotti says (1998, p.4). Still, a
calm relativism may be possible, insofar as such a position would entail an
always already refusal of any kind of identitatianism or absolutism - such
as essentialism, totalitarianism, universalisarism and normativity - and
remind us that whenever we create new subjectivities and new coalitions,
we need always already to be attentive to the paradox implicit in all kinds
a
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of gathering; namely, the risk of constituting new forms of identities,
normativities and consensualities that risk closing around themselves.
Therefore, when we create coalitions, they must make it possible to
involve in political and social criticism, while simultaneously avoiding
reconstructing the modern vision of politics, and the corresponding
political and rational agency, emphasizing identity, normativity, and
consensuality. A paradox seems to arise in relation to this; namely, how
to maintain a vision of those subjectivities that have been excluding in
the course of othering and in accordance with the discourse of oppositions, without replacing one dichotomy with another. In other words,
how do we give way to alternative figurations of subjectivities and new
forms of gatherings without creating new forms of normativity and
without falling into the discourse of oppositions and dichotomies, such
as right/wrong, rational/irrational, and normal/ abnormal?
On the one hand, we must decline the modern attempt to overcome
difference while striving to reach identity through the reduction of the
many to the one, while on the other hand, we must replace the traditional attitude of 'sympathy' with respect for those who have been
constructed as other within the discourses of opposites, and in accordance with the hierarchy of the world (see Bourdieu, 1998, Sennett,
2003).46 While emphasizing the necessity of deconstructing the hierarchy
of the world and as a consequence, the equal importance of global and
local knowledges, we must therefore challenge the power/knowledge of
phallogocentric discourses while resisting involving ourselves in the kind
of symbolic violence exercised by the subject of reason: in relation to
which, the subject has maintained a privileged position within the hierarchy of the world, resulting in mechanisms of othering, exclusion and
domination, and in connection with which the subject of reason has
prevented those constructed as other to participate in society (Braidotti,
1994). We must, in other words, denounce the discourses of logocentrism, phallogocentrism and ethnocentrism and find out what these
discourses have excluded and marginalized in the course of othering,
insofar as the patriarchal domination embodied in the divisions of the
world have become a hindrance to alternative voices.
While resisting oppositional divisions, and accordingly the
re/construction of the modern vision of community, consensuality,
essentialism and homogeneous identities, insomuch as we have decentered all such identities, We thus seek to remain always already open to
the many voices. Continuous deconstructive interrogations therefore
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become the tool by which we maintain 'the importance of inviting the
other,' corresponding to an attitude according to which we remain
always already 'porous' to the other, as Derrida (1994) says, and in view
ofwhich he describes the creation of a new institution the following way:
Deconstruction is affirmative in a way that is not simply positive, not
simply conservative, not simply a way of repeating the given institution.
Rather, it emphasizes, that the life of an institution_implies that we are
able to criticize, to transform, to open the institution to its own future. If
an institution is to be an institution, it must, to some extent, break with
the past, keep memory of the past, while inaugurating something abso-

lutely new (1994, ibid. p.6).

While not being in absolute opposition to traditions as such, deconstruction, Derrida continues, is 'made of the tension between memory,
fidelity, the preservation of something that has been given to us, and, at
the same time, heterogeneity, something absolutely new, and a break'
(ibid.) So bearing in mind 'what is,' we must, from a deconstructive and
anti-essentialist position, simultaneously transgress all traditions insofar
as the very scientificity of any tradition rests upon the historical work of
construction, according to which the rational subject has constituted
natural, unchanging and fixed identities or essences, and in accordance
with which the human subject is seen as having a particular personality
or character; that is, a unit which can be objectified, controlled, disciplined or managed in accordance with various technologies, such as the
reengineering of management professionals. In other words, scientific
traditions stress (and as has been mentioned earlier) forces pushing
toward identity and consensus, and in accordance with the scientific
discourse, they share modes of discovering, describing and explaining in
relation to which the making of'facts' continues relatively unproblematically insofar as the new is allowed only as long as it takes place within the
dominant discourse.
We need therefore to transgress existing traditions and to continuously question any claim for absolute and authoritative knowledge so as
to give way to 'something absolutely new,' insofar as these traditions
have constructed essences and have gathered around particular regimes
of truth about these essences, corresponding to which sciences have
become totalitarian, while dominating, marginalizing and silencing other
voices due to the belief in identity as opposed to difference. The various
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forms of absolutism and dogmatism lead in this way to totalizations and
embodiments of identity that exclude difference.
In short, the privilege traditionally granted to Unity, to gathering, to
communities or totalizations as homogenized wholes, including all kinds
of essentialism, is opposed to difference, multiplicity, and diversity, and
accordingly, is an obstacle to the openness to the other - to the 'radical
otherness of the other, for the radical uniqueness and singularity of the
other,' as Derrida says (1994, p. 13). Therefore, while calling attention to
differences, contradictions, heterogeneity and complexity on the one
hand, and attentiveness on the other, we must, in accordance with an act
of infinite transcendence,' focus 'not on essences, of what is, but on
what is to come.' Consequently, we refute the modernist claim for identity and universality insomuch as the modern position always already
encloses and encapsulates, reduces and simplifies; we turn instead
toward possibilities, openings, experiences, while seeking to transgress
the limits of the discourses of essentialization, rationalization, normalization, and so on. The aim is to release the still to-come and 'the unforeseeable,' and therefore, when we create gatherings so as to engage in
social and political critiques, these must always already have an opening
within themselves. This implies that they need to be forms of gatherings
that allow us to be as attentive as possible to the exclusion of the other so
as to remain open to the other, to plurality, possibilities, the future, the
new to-come, to alternative subjectivities, as well as to multi/trailsculturality and inter/trans-disciplinarity. Therefore, the emphasis placed
on the discourse of difference is the opposite of any forms of totalitarianism, fundamentalism, absolutism, and all other forms of dogmatism,
insomuch as we insist on difference and heterogeneity, not for itself, but
due to necessity of being open to the other, to something absolutely new
- to the many voices.

Questions lejt Unattended

There are, Of course, many questions emerging, and thus many questions lejk
unattended. Questions about feminism are especially hard to escape, which, in
light of the growing inequality, and especially the proletarianization of women
in the new economy, seems ever more urgent. But also due to the patriarchalization Of success, in accordance with which zoe have inco,porated the hierarchi-

cal and patriarchal normativity of success versus failure in the struggle for
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equality, seems important to call into question (Steans and Sassen in Held et
al. 2000).
In this chapter, like other chapters, I have referred to and used or even cop-

ied terminology from feminist scholars, especially Braidotti, but also Mary
Gergen, Haraway, and Lykke. I have done so without addressing feminism.
Why? The reason is that the focus of this project was not feminism, but even

more so, I am not at all sure how to address this question. My immediate
reacnon to constructs such as yeminism,' the yeminine' and the 'masculine, ' is
to undo them, or use hybrid concepts such asfe/male and mo/man. The question

remains, however, how to engage in the necessag struggles for equal rights
(which sometimes is a matter of the right to live). How is it possible to give way
to gatherings in which global and local knowledges are equally embraced so as
to avoid the superior attitude corresponding to the hierarchy of the world? How
to conceptualize the yeminine' and at the same time withstand oppositional
ways of thinking? And how to accept tfeminine' subjectivities and at the same
time deny conceptualizations of other groups of subjects who have been excluded, dominated and marginalized in the course of othering; that is, how to
avoid right/turong, normal/abnormal dichotomies?

Notes

Introduction
Celebrating the Scandinavian welfare model, it is thus rarely mentioned that apart
from the 160,000 unemployed, which statistically comprise 5.9 percent of the workforce, there are additionally 880,000 excluded from society, which is one in every four
Dane aged between 18 and 66 years (Danmarks Statistik referred in Information, June
10th, 2005). The exclusion of so many people may be seen in connection with the
increased inequality in the world, including countries like Denmark and Sweden which
traditionally have been egalitarian societies (Castells, 2003, p.435, see also Held &
McGrew, 2003, Part V).
2 It should be noted that the authors in Held (ed., 2000) point to the fact that there are
different understandings of globalization, and that some authors even deny the existence
of globalization thought of as 'radical transformations,' insomuch as these authors
question whether the changes taking place represent as significant a break with the past
as some imagine. Other authors stress different aspects of globalization: 1) the increased global connectedness, bringing people closer together, while pointing to
communicative possibilities, but also global climate change, pollution, and so forth; 2)
some point to unregulated global capitalism; 3) the homogenization of economy and
culture, referring to processes of Westernization, or Americanization, that are a growing
cultural Western imperialism, according to which globalizing forces are creating a more
homogeneous world, which then erodes cultural differences.
Braidotti (1998) points to the paradoxes of the postmodern condition; on the one hand,
globalization with the increase of global conformism; and on the other hand, fragmentation of the same global conformism, and the renaissance of local and cultural differences
(In Held (2000), this represents one of the understandings of globalization).
3 On WHO's website, we can thus read that WHO estimates that worldwide, there will
be still more people suffering from mental illnesses; In the near future, 45 million
people will be suffering from schizophrenia and 340 million from depression. WHO
estimates that 450 million people worldwide are likely to be affected by mental,
neurological or behavioural problems at any time.
Similar to processes of psychiatrization, Bauman talked at a seminar on processes of
criminalization, referring to the categorization of still more 'criminals' while having
extended the number of 'wrongs' viewed to be 'crimes,' in relation to which we are
building still more prisons which, of course, need to prove their usefulness (Bauman
referred to his book Work, consumerism and the new poor, 1998). Also Bourdieu et al.
(2002) write about processes of exclusion, such as proletarization, especially of immigrants of the Western world. Such processes also take place globally insomuch as 'the
poorest paid of all workers, women, are ghettoized as an 0#hore proletariat due to a
feminization of the workforce in both the North and the South' (Held, 2000).
4 'Psy disciplines' is Rose's term for disciplines such as psychology and psychiatry
1

-

(Rose, 1996).
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5 I have used 'critic' here though I have been reluctant to use this term so much as critic
is often connected to Marxist critics. Even though I find such critic important, I am
also critical of the ways Marxism has been turned into the only true voice in the sense
that it is the only true solution to the problems of the world, which are moreover
defined in accordance with this truth. While reading Serres book Genesis (1982) (The
University of Michigan Press 1995), my boyfriend read aloud the following lines, which

meet some of my concerns and at the same time illustrate that 'critic' cannot be
reduced to class struggles: 'Well, in sociology, as in biology, in biology as in any
classification, of sciences, beings, stones or numbers, classes are not essences. Whether
they're present in nature or just through our knowledge, they remain products. In other
words, the class has itself a history and a makeup, the classing has itself a history. To
believe that class struggle is the driving force of history is to believe that class is outside
of history, it is to say that classing remains eternitary. This cannot be the case. Class is
in history and so is struggle, the driving force is elsewhere. To believe that class struggle
is the driving force of history is, with exemplary rigor, to remain an Aristotelian.'
(p.84). In accordance with this, I use deconstructive critic as a mode of calling into
question all constructed essences, that is, as closely connected to the decline of all
discourses of essentialism and thus all fixed and naturalized categories.
6 I don't mention the Copenhagen phenomenology here so much as I only sporadically
studied this branch of phenomenology. Also, there were not many teachers left who
were interested in phenomenology at the time I went to Copenhagen University. The
interest in phenomenology, including the Copenhagen phenomenology, was however
renewed in connection to the new version of Clinical Psychiatry, where some of the
authors, such as Parnas who writes about schizophrenia, use a 'pure' descriptive
phenomenological method.

7 I was for four

years at the Department for Clinical Psychology at the St. Hans
Hospital, where I was trained in psychological testing (for the first two and a half years)
and therapy with inmates diagnosed with schizophrenia. I talked with inmates from
both open and closed wards. I also participated in conferences on biological research
held at the hospital's research institute.
8 In Danish, Forskingscenterfor biologisk psykiatri, www.scthanshospital. dk.
9 Denzin and Lincoln stress that the field of qualitative research is not a unified
methodology; rather, the actual research is connected to the paradigm in which the
researcher is inscribed, and the fact that qualitative research covers a variety of methodologies and research practices, - such as interviewing, participant observation, and
visual methods. Denzin and Lincoln point to four paradigms in qualitative research posttivism, postpositiuism, constructivism, and cntical theo,y andfeminism, each having their
epistemology, ontology and methodology, and each connected to the 'five historical
moments of qualitative research.' 71:e traditional moment (1900-1950) was associated
with positivism. 77:e modernist moment (1950-1970) and the moment of blurred genres
(1970-1986) was associated with post-positivism, and at the same time, paradigms such
as hermeneutics, structuralism, semiotics, phenomenology, cultural studies, critical and
feminism. 77ze moment Of crises Of representation (1986-1990), and the postmodern moment
(1990-present), were associated with a new 'sensibility' and the doubting of the other

paradigms.
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10
The qualitative researcher may also, as Denzin and Lincoln (1994) say, use 'different
tools.' The qualitative researcher may therefore 'be viewed as a bricoleur and the
research as bn colage,· as such, the researcher does not choose which tools to use in
advance, but rather, the 'choice of research practices depends upon the questions that
are asked, and the questions depend On the context' and the unfolding dialogue with
the participants' (Nelson et al, in Denzin & Lincoln, 1994, p.2).
11
These guidelines correspond to the guidelines for doing phenomenological research,
such as it is described by, for example, Kvale (1995) and Fog (1994). They correspond,
moreover, to guidelines for doing therapy, such as it is described by, for example,
Killingmo (1971), Zaro et al. (1977), Kohut (1977), TahkU (1983), van DeurzenSmith (1988), and Kernberg et al. (1989). Conversations taking place in the course of
research differ, however, from therapeutic conversations in an important way; in
research, the stories the participant tells are in no way to be subject to (psycho)analysis
during the conversation.
12 Denzin and Lincoln (1994) argue that by stressing the concept or theory developed
to be to 'grounded in reality,' that is, tO min*or the 'reality' presented in the data,
grounded theory researchers end up having mirror-theobes, and 'grounded theory
therefore remains within the modernist, post-positivist tradition' (p.205).

1

De/constructing the Subject ofReason

13 Doubting the existence of the external world Cartesian rationalism, Husserlian
phenomenology, and their cognitivist successors claim the reflexive reasoning of the
subject to be the source of certainty and knowledge. Conversely, empiricists or sensationalists (Husserl, 1986, p.140) maintain that knowledge is to be based on empirical

experienced, though still experienced by the subject of reason,
sensory experiences
the scientific subject.
14 Within psy disciplines, these problems, related to the gap between the inner and
outer world, have been trialed and solved from either the physiological or neurobiological brain-in-the-vat position or the psychological mind-in-the-vat position (see e.g.
Scull, 1990, and Ryle, 1949). The postmodern project aims both at deconstructing the
naturalization of any problem and constituting opposites according to which problems
are constructed as neurobiological and/or psychological.
15 The traditional use of relatzonal refer to an interdependency of, for example, a
human 'agent' and the world, from a constructionist positions use instead relational so
as to stress our'situatedness' in a world of non/humans.
16 Related to this, Lave & Wenger (1991) focus on 'the person, as person-in-the-world,
as member of a sociocultural community [homeworld]' CP.52). They also emphasize
human engagement and participation in the world, corresponding to prerefiexive
practical knowledge and learning, similar to Merleau-Ponty's (1945) transformation of
the Cartesian dictum 'I think, therefore I am' to 'I carl'.
17 It seems better to use 'socialized' and 'inscribed' rather than 'internalized' because
internalization seems to be based upon the dichotomy between 'inside' and 'outside,'
which suggests that knowledge, language, etc. are individual possessions, and a matter
-
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of passing on from the outside of the Social to the inside of the individual, and thus a
matter of individual assimilation.

2

Struggles over Scientificity

18 Used with permission from Loren Mosher; the text is found on Mosher's site,
www.mosher-soteria.com
19 Forms of life that were once believed to be 'profound disturbances,' have now been
removed from the classification systems, such as 'homosexuality' and 'neurosis,' which
were both explained in accordance with the psychoanalytic theses of causation, stressing an insufficient and deficit psychosexual development, according to which both
homosexuals and neurotics were treated with insulin shock, electroshock, and even
lobotomy (Tran0y, 1995). What traditionally was thought of as neurosis is now to a
large extent categorized as anxiety disorder and as such it 'neurosis' has turned into a
brain-disease.
20 The cognitive-behavioral treatments rest upon cognitivism (from rationalism) on the
one hand and behaviorism (from empiricism and positivism) on the other. Traditionally,
these two perspectives represent contrasting approaches to epistemology. Doubting the
existence of the external world, while claiming that 'our senses can deceive us', the first
holds individual rationalities to be the original source of knowledge (c.f. subjectivist
positions, chapter 1) Cognitive scholars claim accordingly human beings have certain
inherent rational or irrational dispositions; that is, inherent capacities to create meaningfulness out of the chaotic sense data (rational and ordered thinking) through the
development of cognitive schemas, or lack such ability (irrational and disordered or
psychotic thinking). Opposed to this, empiricists argue that our knowledge about the
external world is based on 'sense experiences,' so 'in that all our knowledge is founded;
and from that it ultimately derives itself (Locke in Cahn et al, 1984, p.345). The
empiricist mind is to begin with a tabWa rasa and like the Cartesian mind, the empiricist mind is disconnected; but opposed to rationalists, the empiricists reject any form of
the doctrine of innate ideas (Taylor, 1989, p. 164). In accordance with the empiricists
(and positivist) perspective, Skinner thus argues, in his theory of behaviorism, that it is
unscientific to try to explain human behavior by reference to 'mental phenomena' and
inner causes such as thoughts or desires. Instead, Skinner maintains that all human
behavior can be explained by reference to stimWus-response relations according to which
thoughts, acts, and desires are determined by environmental 'reinforcements.' Accordingly, human behavior and knowledge are responses to or outputs of experiential
stimuli or inputs from the environment (Skinner in Cahn et al, 1984).
Cognitive-behaviorist theorists are cognitive in that they talk about the mind by
referring to 'hypothetical mental schemas intervening between stimulus and response'.
Maintaining the rationalist thesis assumes that the mental is bound to genetic dispositions on the one hand while on the other hand, the behaviorist thesis that what goes on
inside the mental are responses to the environmental stimuli is assumed. There is,
however, a disjunction within the cognitive-behavioral perspective insofar as the
epistemology of the one perspective negates the scientificity of the other. Furthermore,
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the extent that cognitivist theorists emphasize the individual rationality, the scientific
rationality loses its ability to get outside its head; in this way, it loses the ability to meet
the canons of good empirical science, which is to possess inner objective knowledge of
an external world and other people (c. f. the problem of solipsism, chapter 1, a paradox
of'connected-disconnected' that I return to in chapter 4).
21 Other side effects are Tardive dystonia, which is 'involuntary muscle spasms resulting
in abnormal and usually painful body positions' (Satcher, 1999, p. 19). These 'muscle
spasms, frequently of the face, neck and shoulders, can be disfiguring, disabling and
agonizing' and might also lead to Parkinsonism; tremors, muscle rigidity and sruporous
appearance are also connected to Tardive akathisia, which is 'a painful muscular
restlessness requiring the person to move constantly' and 'involves painful feelings of
inner tension and anxiety and a compulsive drive to move the body. In the extreme, the
individual undergoes internal torture and can no longer sit still' (Breggin, a).
22 The authors write interestingly about how difficult it was to unlearn to act like
professionals (see Seikkula et al., 1995)
23 Mosher suggested this during a conversation we had in
the course of doing the
project.
24 Thinking of problems as relational rather than individual, I had earlier on been
involved in traditional therapy, which seems helpful for some. However, I had also been
involved in other therapeutic relations, such as with a young woman with whom I spent
most of the time as I might spend time with a troubled friend; drinking tea and eating
cookies, and going for long walks in the woods, talking sometimes intensely about their
problems and at other times about everyday things. We arranged it like this because the
relationship we were able to create was important. In another therapeutic relation with
another young woman, we spent most of the time going to museums or looking at
shops. We did so because she had not been outside the hospital for two years so she
needed - and wanted -to be reintroduced to tile outside world, where people would
treat her like a 'normal person' which contrasted her experiences in the institution.
25 The practices related to the discourse of psychiatrization seems to be a Western
phenomenon in that the prevalence of schizophrenia is 0.78 percent in Europe while
only 0.32 percent in Africa. For example, (WHO) one might say, of course, that it is
due the scientificity of the West and non-scientificity of the 'non-West.'
26 Steps toward resistance: www.swarthmore.edWSocSci/Kgergenl/PsvchodiagnosticsE
See also Gergen, 1991, p.13 on the cycle Ofprogressive injinnity.
27 Not only 'hard' sciences strive to provide us with the hard facts of 'reality,' also 'soft'
scientists try to build up the truth of their work by narrating their texts in certain ways
and by using 'true' scientific methods. Social researchers using, for example, qualitative
methodologies such as Grounded 77:eo,y, which is one of the mOSt applied methods
within qualitative research, thus strive to meet the traditional standards for scientific
research by emphasizing positivist canons of science such as validity, reliability and
neutrality (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994, see also Potter, 1996).
28 The following statement is an example of how machine metaphors are used in
everyday situations to describe the human subject 'You may get the impression Grace
isn't learning anything. But just because she doesn't have the printer working yet, don't
conclude there's nothing in the computer' (The Wall Street Journal, Oct. 6, 1999).
to
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Reference unknown
30 In traditional institutions, professionals do not necessarily have much contact with
their patients; an investigation of psychiatric institutions in Denmark conducted by the
29

Danish government committee on psychiatry in the mid-1990s revealed that experts
spent, on average, seven minutes a week talking with their patients.

3

De/stabilizing the Hierarchical Order

31 People who are labeled with schizophrenia are often doubly stigmatized, that is,
stigmatized in both the world inside and the world outside total institutions. First,
through the experts' categorization and classification of them and second, by the public
who have come to believe that schizophrenics, as they are most often depicted in the
media, are violent and untrustworthy. About this myth, WHO writes: 'Although
statistics show that schizophrenia entails no more aggressive behavior, on average, than
that which is normally found in the general population, it is perceived as an intimidation disorder characterized by violence' (WHO, b).
32 We also find disciplinary organizations in other hierarchic organizations, such as
factories, where the disciplining of individuals and efficient use and manipulation of the
'body machines' according to which each movement of the body is measured and
directed toward a careful coordination of the production occurs (e.g. Taylorism, or
Reengineering).
33 In Denmark, one out of five patients in total institutions experiences different kinds
of punishments; in 2004, the use of electro shock therapy increased, which seems to
indicate that the fear of being 'punished' is indeed real.
34 Bourdieu's position is a kind of structural constructivism which differs from social
constructionism because it relates language to objective structures of the social space
(Bourdieu and Wancquant, 1992, 239).
35 Although Bourdieu uses terms borrowed from
economics, his theory does not
represent any kind of economic reductionism. Nevertheless, practices, according to
Bourdieu, may concur within an economic logic insofar as they are oriented towards
increasing some kind of 'capital,' e. g. cultural or symbolic capital, or some kind of
'profit,' e.g. prestige or authority. Following the (Marxist) conflict-model, a 'field' is
always the site of struggles in which individuals seek to maintain or alter the distribution of the forms of capital within it. Bourdieu assumes a link between actions and
interest. Individuals who participate in the struggles within a given field will have
different aims; some will seek to preserve the status quo (e.g. the biotechnological
voice) while others will seek to change it (the questioning voices). Their changes of
winning or losing depend on their position in the hierarchy of positions. Although I
disagree with the basic claim about human beings which this perspective seems to
entail, linking action and interest or goals inasmuch as I doubt the naturalization of
struggle and conflict, I still believe it is important to explore the possible interests at
stake in practices and conflicts taking place in particular contexts.
36 Freudian psychoanalysis has been criticized by
other scholars within psychoanalysis
for sexual reductionism, for example, scholars within the object-relational theory, such
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as W.R. Fairbairn (1952), who opposes the reduction of social relations to natural
objects, according to which others are mere means for the satisfaction of egoist instinctual needs. Accordingly, Fairbairn refutes the drive hypothesis and maintains instead
the relational character of self, while emphasizing that 'it is not the libidinal attitude
which determines the object-relationships, but the object-relationships which determines the libidinal attitude' (p.34, see also Laing, 1961). Feminists have also criticized
Freudian psychoanalysis for reductionism and for the continuation of the patriarchal
repression ofwomen (e.g. Haraway, 1991).
37 Sartre (1983) contrasts relations of violence to reciprocal and symmetrical relationships, while saying, that reciprocity is characterized by acts aiming at 'unifying, gathering and putting together,' whereas violence, on the contrary 'breaks up, destroys, and
bends relationships.'
38 This also holds true for the psy experts - as members of scientific communities which
are also, as Kuhn said, 'language communities'. Psy speakers take into account the
conditions within which their linguistic expressions will be received and valued by
others. As members of language communities, the unwritten laws of these communities
impose a particular scientific language by following the rules of 'good scientificity'
within the community, which is viewed as the only acceptable langauge if one wishes to
express 'good science'. These rules impose tacit and naturally recognized constraints on
the very construction of expressions, while embodied as a kind of censorship within the
community, as well as within the individual expert. It is therefore a kind of censorship,
in the sense that if one wishes to engage within a particular field, one must follow the
forms and formalities of that field. In other words, one cannot be a scientific expert
within a particular discipline without following, at least to some extent, the rules of the
scientific community for what counts as scientificity. Therefore, without following the
established conventions of the scientific discourse, the scientist risks marginalization or
even exclusion (see Bourdieu, 1992).
39 From a phenomenological and existential point of view, it would be tempting to
point especially to the latter; that is the search for immortality while connecting this to
Angest.

4

The Relativity ofTruth

40 Latour uses 'actants' so as to avoid using 'agent' because this is uncommon in
relation to nonhumans.
41 Derrida uses the notion of ddRrance, referring to the two meanings of the Latin
d erre, simultaneously meaning tempor,zation and spacing. The relationship between
oppositions, such as experts and non-experts, may thus be viewed as inscribed in the
institutional play of differences, related to the spaces or places where they are situated,
and the functions they play. This is similar to other oppositional relations, such as
between men and women, young and old, relationships in which there are binary and
hierarchically ordered places.

Notes
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Concluding Reflections

42 We must, however, be aware, that there is an increasing concentration of ownership
of information insomuch as 'the global media market is dominated by 10 transnational
corporations,' which, Mackay says, 'leads to the concern that fewer voices can be heard'
(2004, p.57). 'Five Western news agencies are thus responsible for 80 per cent of the

world's news (ibid. p.61).
43 Sennett gives an interesting example of how problems which clinically could be
categorized as depression are situated inasmuch as they arise in specific contexts:
working in an advertising agency, Rose has a crisis about her age, her looks, clothes,
spectacles, while coming to feel ashamed about herself, but equally ashamed of being
dependent on the others while needing their reassurance. Why did all this all of a
sudden matter and become a problem? Because the context in which Rose was situated,
this mattered.
The question is whether psy experts acknowledge the possible 'depressing' situation
of the flexible societies in which a still larger number of people are given/taking antidepressive medication which seems to reveal an individualization of situational problems; that is, a depressing situation rather than a clinical depression of individuals - a
situation to which we are exposed every day, which may damage our sense of self like in
the story about Rose.
44 Postmoderns have also been criticized for giving way to neoliberalism, a philosophy
in which everything turns on 'the rights of the individual and autonomous subject,' and
neoconservatism. But whereas conservatism concerns wanting to keep what is conservatism concerns the reproduction of the present, rather than an openness and continuous
recreation of the past, present and future. What is more, in the case of relativism, the
postmodern advocacy of the many voices, and the corresponding decline of universal
metanarratives (universal standards), are said to give Way to phenomena such as
nationalism and fundamentalism, inasmuch as 'anything goes.' One may ask, what are
phenomena such as these if not totalitazions based upon totalitarian and absolute
metanarratives?
45 Aksel Sandemose (1899-1965) was a Danish-Norwegian author. He wrote the Law of
3ante in 1930 and published it in En jb,grning kgdser sit spor (A Fugitive Crosses His

Tracks), in 1933.

Braidotti suggests the decline of Eurocentrism (1998), and refers in relation to this to
Chandra Mahanty, who has warned against the ethno-centric habit that consists of
constructing the 'third world women' as an object of oppression that requires our
support (see also Sennett, 2003). He also refers to Spivak, who has equated this form of
'solidarity' with benevolent paternalism and colonialism. Braidotti says that, 'feminists
have proposed situated perspectives and applied the politics of location: it is time to
take a good, cold look at ourselves (p.6) which seems to be a challenge we cannot
46

-

refute.
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