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In this chapter we are concerned with a form of analysis that mnm_m_,.mmmm uﬁrmm
:mn m_m.E éﬂmnr language is so structured as to .m:omc.nm mmﬁmmo HMWM i, mo m
Mwmwonnmnmu that operate independently a..m the mﬁnmmo_ﬂmﬁo OMWM e MG '
i Discourse analysis treats the mo.nE_ world as a . ather 2%
ystem. f which can be systematically ‘read’ by a researcher ww
mwmﬁm.aro anmwo_ommnm_ processes that lie within munﬂr processes .&mﬁ. n&m
Mmﬁ.ﬂ wnnm wmwmum%nro_o@ usually attributes to a machinery inside EM MMQW
LMﬂwmﬂ.m head. Most texts convey assumptions about &m zwamﬂﬁ ommm@#m
i hology. In the example we have chosen you will se m.u espite
Mammwwwwwnnmsnmm the text is closely linked to the concerns of the discip
a
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‘text’ be found in the activity of

i ts of the word ‘text’ are to ; |
—i HM Nrm fissue of material that clothed us is now the model mc_m.
g holds the social world together. The recent
woven into the history of transformations
which started in the late meom mwm early
‘turn-to-language’ that followed the para-
el 1y Chaptr 1. ed the way for what

to-discourse’. Qutside psychology, a turn

weaving, :
the tissue of meaning &umm .
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inside and outside psychology,
1970s. Inside psychology, . ;
digm ‘crisis’, events we described in Chapter 1, open

. —
we now recognize to be a ‘turn
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to language in German phenomenology and French post-structuralism gave
issue to discourse theories that now enrich and dynamize studies of speech
and writing in qualitative research.

The debates that prompted the turn to language were crucial for the
development of qualitative research in psychology, for they permitted
psychologists to break from a positivist fetish for figures to an exploration
of meaning. As we pointed out in Chapter 1, the new paradigm writers
gave a warrant for doing research in a way that was, they claimed, both
scientific and sensitive to the sense that people construct in their everyday
lives. The type of research — a form of qualitative research — that was
proposed by the new paradigm writers focused on the roles and rules that
govern ordinary language in the different social worlds we inhabir. Some
interesting work appeared in the wake of the Harré and Secord (1972)
manifesto for this ‘ethogenic’ approach, looking at such social worlds as
school classrooms and football terraces (Marsh et al, 1974).

Despite Harré’s (1979, 1983) ambitious theoretical reworking of
Goffman’s writings to produce a systematic framework for social and in-
dividual psychology, there were not many applications of that “ethogenic’
approach, and it has now all but burnt out in social psychology. Its most
important legacy has been the space it provided for others wanting to do
research in a non-positivistic way; the studies collected in the Reason and
Rowan (1981) book, for example, are presented as part of the ‘new para-
digm’ but range from action research to personal construct theory (ap-
proaches we believe still to be important, as our chapters in this book
testify). Harré himself has moved rapidly from ethogenics through social
representations to what is now the cutting edge of the new paradigm

~ movement, discourse analysis (e.g. Davies and Harré 1950).

One important conceptual problem that the ethogenic study of social

~worlds foundered on was that of the diversity of meaning, the different
contradictory ways of speaking that govern what we do {and who we can
be). The figure that seemed to structure the way an ethogenic researcher
looked at a social world was that of a jigsaw; here, each member carries
a partial view of the whole, and the researcher gathers ‘accounts’ (through

interviews, sometimes through the use of repertory grids) from different
members to piece together what the underlying form of that world is really

like. (It is no accident that the search for underlying structural forms was
animating ‘structuralists’ in other disciplines in France and then the Eng-
lish-speaking world in the 1960s and 1970s.) However, the jigsaw analogy
will not work, for conflicting representations of any social world enrer
from the language used outside {a social world js never a closed system).

Meaning is continually changing (it is not static but dynamic), and lan-
Buage is composed of many ‘languages’ or discourses,
‘Writers heavily influenced by the sociology of scientific knowledge
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(looking at how science is socially constructed) and by conversation ana-
lysis (looking at the mechanisms of talk} and ethnomethodology (looking
at the everyday making of sense) connected with these debates in the late
1970s. These are all approaches in sociology that privilege the ‘ordinary’
understanding people produce about the world over researchers’ theories
of what is going on. These writers made the point that rather than fetishize
‘consistency’, researchers into language should focus on variation, that a
variety of what they called ‘interpretative repertoires’ constructed a sense
of what was going on for members, and that language understood in this
way functioned in the world rather than simply represented it (Potter and
Wetherell 1987). The emphasis on variability, construction and function
was already a distinguishing feature of a powerful intellectual movement
~ ‘post-structuralism’ — outside psychology (Macdonnell 1986), though the
terminology was different: instead of speaking of ‘interpretative reper-
toire’, for example, post-structuralists used the term ‘discourse’.

Post-structuralist writers had recognized that social relationships and
our sense of ourselves is not produced by one structure but that what we
do and what we are is created, ‘constituted’, in such a way that conflict
between discourses marks all symbolic activity. For Michel Foucault (1969),
discourses are ‘practices that systematically form the objects of which we
speak’ (p. 49), and he argued that ‘we are difference, that our reason is
the difference of discourses, our history the difference of times, our selves
the difference of masks’ (p. 131). These assertions are powerful chal-
lenges to the ways we understand ourselves to be undivided, consistent
individuals, and in the analytic and discussion parts of this chapter I will
elaborate upon and explore these ideas.

At this point T will restrict myself to a brief example of how discourses
weave together to produce a text. Three unlikely examples of phrases may
serve to illustrate the operation of single discourses: if you say ‘my head
hurts so I must be ill’, you will be employing a medical discourse; if you
say ‘my head hurts so I cannot really want to go to that party’, you will
be employing some sort of psychodynamic discourse; and if you say ‘my
head hurts but not in the way that yours does when you are trying it on
in the way women do’, you will be employing a sort of sexist discourse
(whether or not, reader, you are a man). In the real world, of course,
things are more complex. Take the (admittedly unreal) statement T've got
a migraine caused by your mother-in-law’s nagging which makes me relive
my mother’s complaints when 1 was a child.” Here you may find at least
the three discourses, and the task of a discourse analysis is, among other
things, to tease apart the discourses that are at work.

Discourse analysis in psychology is now a well-established method, and
various forms of discourse analysis have illustrated how texts are not as
coherent as they first seem and how they are constructed out of cultural
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resources. To take some examples: Hollway (1984) argues that hetero-
wmxcmﬁ nmu_.:urw.ﬂm:n is held in place by ‘male sexual drive’, ‘have/hold’. and
ﬁmnnzmﬂ.a.w_.m_mnoﬁmnmm Gilbert and Mulkay (1984) n_nmn_..m_um how mnwmwimﬁm
use empiricist (resting on evidence) and contingent (relying on intuition)
repertoires to account for their choice of theory to the scientific commu-
nity; mzn_ m@:ﬁm.ﬁmmov .mrcém how social psychology is organized around
detective, autobiographical and science fiction narratives,

Exampie

It is the Foucauldian form of discourse analysis that informs the read;
I will present in this chapter. I will take up some of the problems émﬂw Erm
approach, m.honm with the reproaches of those who prefer more m&d” ;
methodologically inclined styles of discourse research towards the n%nm
of the chapter. Among the advantages of Foucault’s position are that w.
need make no assumptions about what the writer or speaker ‘meant’ ﬂm
say, E”_& ﬁrwa in his historical studies he has been preoccupied with the w Y
w:m. mamr_mwﬁnmmnochmmm. ,_un.mnmnmm,u produce types of ‘psychology’ Amccnmw._vm
mmE@mm ﬁmﬁ.v. I hope to illustrate these points through the analysis of our
OoEEom sense psychology is reproduced through all the texts of th
mass Bm.&m and different competing forms of popular culture. Rath :
than taking a segment of transcribed interview material or nonqmnmmmomﬂ
I have .nwommu a text from among the litter of contemporary nosmmﬂmm
packaging; my assumption is that the consumer buys the message in th
text on the package when they buy the product. In this case ﬁrmm advi .
that is provided as to how to use the item partakes of a ianuw s mﬁmh _nm
mmmn_mm:m @m.mnmnmm, practices which the discipline of wmwnro_ow mmmmo
H_um Instructions on a packet of children’s toothpaste struck _.WM as m”
innocent and intriguing text, and my analysis flows from my first suspi-

d
W 1

The text

.H.,._un front of the white toothpaste tube bears the

lines, .Edq_m.u ..E.HZOI & JjuDYy .HOOHE»Pm_M;mMMmwOﬂ_M_“MMmMMmMMwm
paste with E:o:mmu. This bright multi-coloured print is framed by pictures
of Punch and Judy, and there is already a multitude of Enmnm:wm th
cluster .E.on:& this segment of text which could be explored n:._mimm muoH
wra whiteness of the ﬂ:.um, which signifies the whiteness onn teeth, to the
: mEum, patterns addressing the reader as child, to the noauonmmozm of
maw’ as an animal or human stomach, perhaps. As consumers, even
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before reading the tube we have read the cardboard packet, and perhaps
we have stood in shops and chosen the packet from among many jolly
toothpastes {Postman Pat’, ‘Mr Men’) targeted at children and parents,
and parents addressed as if they were children. These acts of reading lead
us into the text at the back of the tube. This is the text I will focus on here:

Directions for use

Choose a children’s brush that has a small head and add a pea-sized
amount of Punch & Judy toothpaste. To teach your child to clean
teeth, stand behind and place your hand under the child’s chin to tilt
head back and see mouth. Brush both sides of teeth as well as tops.
Brush after breakfast and last thing at night. Supervise the brushing
of your child’s teeth until the age of eight. If your child is taking
fluoride treatment, seek professional advice concerning daily intake.

Contains 0.8% Sodium Monofluorophosphate

Analysis

It will be helpful for purposes of analysis, and for pedagogical reasons in
this case, to structure the reading of the text through steps to discourse
analysis which have been discussed elsewhere with reference to criteria
that we may use to identify discourses (Parker 1992). It should be said that
these steps conceal the feelings of muddle and confusion that will over-
whelm a researcher approaching a text for the first time. As the process of
analysis goes on, this feeling of bewilderment will be succeeded by a con-
viction that the analysis is banal. What could not be seen is now seen tao
clearly. It is worth bearing this in mind as I trace through my reading of

the toothpaste text, and when you choose a text of your own to untangle.

The steps in this analysis particularize and detail the conceptual and his-
torical work of Foucault on the construction, function and variation of
discourses as they pertain to the requirements of qualitative research in

psychology.

It would be possi
the package in more detail (and I have already referred to the ways in

which the colours of the letters signify that this is a product primarily- -
aimed at children); to do this we would take the package as a ‘text’, and

the first step to ‘reading’ it would be (a) to turn the text into a written:
form. This production of a written text, which would then be something
bring into focus connotations that

more akin to a transcript, allows us to

normally just twinkle on the margins of our consciousness. We can then:
ask questions about what it means, for example, that the tube is smalle

than standard tubes; it is important to note here that the smaller size not:
only ‘reflects’ the smaller size of the intended user and its smaller and

ble to explore the meanings of the shape and feel of |
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fewer teeth, but reproduces the chil

o ver teth ild as a smaller version of th

oo bncEMmMMM m._rwﬁn mz._m _M:Tm should be smaller (tubes Enmmﬁm% Mmm ”Mwnwn

ond e 8t I maller because they also tend to have fewer teeth

fnd ohis va in size m::..ﬂm us already to the ways in which th A
. create particular images of the child. Alongside the bomz_” HMM

. ht . . The chains of ¢ i
WMW_.MM:WM_ETM __._mm mﬁmm_.ﬂ.@aﬂm to &mnmmm:..n_ them. HEM ﬁ%hwmhmwmmswwwhwwmmn
that leads from w%mwmq ﬂwﬂnﬁ_mﬁvwmmwnmmwnmu Hmom. S, of the nwmwu_“.
s cads . tering, to Judy as negl
vmmmamwmwwnmmmnﬂr Mcmmrm crocodile with the big mc‘oumum Hmmn%whﬂmﬁnmwwnﬂmr
e, ppose that th EE or of &H_m toothpaste text, the designer of the man
ot ed that o mnmn nwunmEumm should be available to a user om th
et 8 o no € mn.urn Punch and Judy narrative is one that an
o thei ey Specific ?MW&E& template for the care an adult may give
If we are to noumEMM Mrm m\Mmm%. hich m
" re o : ys mm which discourses, as :
mevw @%Mmmmw :m\mﬁmﬁmcnm_q form the objects’ that are HmmMMMMmNMH .Emmm.
S now, as researchers, (c) Systematically itemize ,ovg.mnﬂ% MHHN,

m ..
ppear in this text. A useful rule to follow here is to look for nouns, Whers
e

are they, “.:.E what could they signify? If we do this, we will then be i
) eina

* ‘directions’ (procedur i
. es for applicarion i
text specifies the correct application) o the product, for which s

3

@ ﬁ 2 Mv

is only one);

abili isi i
Ity, comprising evaluation and agency, to select from that )
range);

* ‘children’ i i
ren’ (the categories of being for whom certain types of ‘brush
rushes’

are intended);
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i i ich ¢ * can be
e ‘peas’ (objects of determinate size against which ‘amount’ ¢
%Mﬂﬂcmn%nv mus&\ (puppet characters who mMmBE&ﬂ%mm %wﬁnﬂnmw
‘Punch & Judy toothpaste’ Amwnnwmm.& Em_nm of toothpas Mnmmmn_ by these
‘teaching’ (tutoring of others, including in the practice sp
wwmnmm.nﬂﬁﬂ%m.m&mm, and ‘tops’, identified mﬁmmnmm wﬂw_ﬁﬂw Mnsmr_smvw
o i i mplish brus ;
¢ ! the restraint of the child to acco ! |
.rwwm_ AWMMH ow the child to be grasped to restrict .Eo«.namnnr
,Mnmn_, {part of the child to be ﬁm_..mm.ﬁm.m for nnmﬁmwuwr
‘mouth’ {part of the anatomy containing the teet v.w d commence)
b kfasts’ (first meals after which first _.._Em_uEm.m ould ommence);
.d.nmwm mm_mmﬂ part of the day, which should culminate in brushing
nig

. N £t . [
mmmﬁ”wuﬁmw markers of development, in which the age ‘eight’ figures her
age

a significant marker); . o i of the
. wme_onn_mm. (substance whose ingestion is implicated in t

toothpaste); .
; ts’ {regimes of health care); . . -
“ .WMMMMMMS&% Wmﬁmomnm of person charged with regulating trea
i 3 . » - - - &
wnhm“ﬁﬁwn_m of communication provided by professionals, distinguishe
e ‘a
imple command); . . ]
WmMMWMWN_MMwH of substance deemed medically appropriate by profes
* I

. . . | N
. mmomﬂrmo&cﬂ Monofluorophosphate’ (specified amount of active su

stance).

j i onstituted in this text through par-
i .HWmmm;mEmmMWmMMHMMMWWMMM m““m_nﬁw ;mm_mm.E;mnt‘moé.o: in the mMm&M”M
e __swﬁ_ o ﬁrm.mm ways of spéakiiig as objects, our objects ﬂm@mﬁ#ﬁ
An.: mcHnmn%ﬂn&m:ﬁ&nmﬂoscmﬁrm objects that are referred to mm MW m._ !
mmmnwﬁmﬂm. ht us to the edge, to the point of being able to i ﬂ._ e
wmm Mﬂﬂmmﬁmﬁw hold them together. Before we can move beyond that p
isc

m T s =
Om HFHN-H owl 10 our Hﬂmﬁ—hmﬂ wEe MT.O—HHH— [ ﬁmnnum.nnnm.—— Itermize H#Hﬂ ﬂ;v

recott

in this text, and (f
jects’ (the categories of person) E_Sl..mmwnmm...ﬁ,‘ﬁ._mm_ ﬁm ¢ ,mwn.m M:vmnoznmm.
._nEnn as a device to explore differential rights to speak within dis
5 P 2 BAPIUL v

vhat f person may say within the framework c e ]
a_,woMmmr% the text. To take the fth step, then, some of the objects
sup :

ave a U\ HﬁﬂﬂHwﬂ e e m.—mc ent 1 TN:;. ﬁ_— _L.T ects ~ ﬂt are:

i ‘brushes’
e ‘children’ (the categories of being for whom certain types of ‘brushes’
are intended};

n the framework of rules pre- ‘the health of the child.
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* ‘professionals’ (categories of person charged with regulating treatment
and intake).

In addition to these two evident categories — and leaving aside the agency
attributed ro “Punch & Judy’ in popular representations for the moment
— there is a third category of subject, that addressed by the text:

® ‘parent’ (category of person for whom directions are intended, and the
nature of this subject is constituted through the three points in the text
in which the reader is addressed as the owner — through the index ‘your
child’ — of the child for whom the product is intended)

We can now, as the sixth step, reconstruct the rights and responsibilities
of this most important subject of the text and the network of relationships
that are reconstituted which position this parent, the reader, in relstion to
the ‘child’ and the ‘professional’. First, in relation to the child, the parent
must choose for it, teach it, stand behind, restrain and brush its teeth (both
sides and rtops), perform this duty twice a day ar specified times, and
supervise the activity (which here implies the increasing self-direction of
the child in the task) until a specified age (at which point, it is implied, the
child can carry on without supervision). Second, in relation to the ‘profes-
sional’, the parent must seek advice, and follow prescriptions concerning
treatment and intake. Third, in relation to the addressor (the ‘subject
supposed to know’, to have wrirten the text, to be speaking to the reader),
the parent must follow the directions, and, as a part of the directions, seek
advice, if Decessary, from a ‘professional’. This circuit of responsibilities
positions the addressor in alliance with the ‘professional’ in the instruction
to seek advice (but with deference, also, in the attribution of rights to the
‘professional’ to determine appropriate daily intake).

One of the functions of the text, as of any text, is to bring to life {again,
mon;rwmr!aﬂwumkm..,mmmmmmmmmwﬁ, a network of relationships, and as ‘we move on
to link this network together around the objects the tex Tefer
start (g) to map the different versions of the social world which coexist in

the text. As we do this w

-~ of speaking that are at work in this text. The Emmﬂmﬁm_omm:ﬂmcmﬂ the
- reader to behave in a rational way. They are worded in such a way as to
- presume that the redder is in permanent charge of a child (

from every
breakfast to every night). They call for agreement with the idea that the

- child develops in a particular way up to a particular point (age eight) and

they also assume that the reader is willing to consult professionals about

Note that the category of the ‘child’ here is not gendered (it could be a

- boy or a girl). Not many years ago, it would have been likely to have been
referred to as ‘he’. This contrast ig ways of specifying gender also draws
-attention to broader cultural assumptions that appear in texts at unlikely
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moments. Consider, for example, the difference between the addressee for
this text, whom we have taken to be a parent (from the designator ‘your
child’), and the addressee who would be in charge of the child in many
other cultures outside this text’s frame of reference, an addressee who
could well be an older sibling. We are thus arriving at some pictures of
relationships at work here: rationa rule-following, parental, developmen-
ol and medical. ™ patenia,,
“Fach of these ways of organizing t

reproving ..&m.m,m ‘who fail to adhere ak fri

he world carries with it rules for

ing those ¢ to it: to break from rationality and
rule-following will lead to claims that the reader is stupid or dangerous;
to refuse parental responsibilities invites accusations of irresponsibility; to
reject the idea that the child follows a normative developmental route and
that teaching should be geared to it may lead to one being labelled as
selfish and complicit in delinquency; and to challenge the call to consult
medically qualified professionals is often to be viewed as deviant and anti-
scientific. These possibilities are enumerated here as a step in which we (h)

speculate as to how each of these patterns would deal with objections to

these instructions and the cultural rules hidden within them. I have sug-
gested how such defensive procedures might be played out after 1 have
listed what we are increasingly taking to be the four key sets of statements,
but the relationship between steps (h) and (g} in the process of analysis is
messier, and it is also useful to ask how ‘imaginary’ authors of statements
in the text would respond to those who cotitradicted them. This techique
¢an help us arrive at separate discourses. T

It is the discourses that ‘form the objects of which they speak’, and not
authors who speak through the text as if the text were a kind of transpar-
ent screen upon which the writer’s intentions were displayed. Our ‘imagi-
nary authors’, then, are our own creations (as, indeed, are the discourses
to an extent, but I will return to that issue below), and we use them to
emphasize the variation, the contradictions in the text. It is helpful to focus
on this contradiction and concordance between voices in the text, and to
spend a little time doing this in two further steps of the analysis: (i)
identifying contrasts between ways of speaking; and (j) ) identifying points

where these ways of speaking overlap. In this case the concern with in-

e

struction, siupervision and professional rights locks together alarmingly,
and I shall discuss this further in our discussion {under the heading ‘Reper-
cussions of the reading’). I will also want to pursue the issue of how dis-
tinctions between the discourses could be magnified, and how ‘the child’
of the parent constructed here and ‘the child’ of the medical professional
differs. We can also note at this point how the serious tone of the direc-
tions for use contrasts with the frivolity of the Punch and Judy imagery,
but also how that imagery works then to confirm the position of the
parent and the professional as guarantors of serious guardianship.

We ran now make some comparisons. with other texts (k) to assess how
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Hmmw Hmmwm of m@mmﬁﬁm %mm_..mmm different andiences. It may also be possible
xpressions of the discourse in which it s
. to fold around
itself and comment on how i it i peal Although
Important it is to speak that way. Alth
we may find it useful to look at instructi Wit
: uctions on other tooth
- . pastes, we are
oving now beyond this type of text to look at how the @mn.ﬁmn.uw of

o 58 e are sy e o e operate deeuiere, Insteucdons
English, which draws attention 2“ mbn_mwmwwmmm_ ity Mﬁ_uw_mu woﬁ. O.Hmm_.
ing these two qualities) in official documents; HMMQ e .H.maoam_;w (ke
are addressed in conservative political &mno:,hmn S&ME é?n.w.mmmmﬁm
the importance of the family as foundation of ci .w”nn mo i NS w_uomﬂ
sions of education in debates on the Hm_mmonmES __wn o s Hrm. ciseus,
family values are closely tied to the claim that ﬁrm_u mzcnww:. mnrworb.m on
stages of intellectual and moral developmenr; m__,.._mmmhw. b the mn_mnﬂmm_u.?
> : nd al , with the increase in
MM%MWM_MM %M&Ewmnﬂmﬂ_ﬁ _M:mn__n_.bﬂ scientific M.En_ professional standards
are emphasized ulwarks against charlatanism and in the defence of
iy rEm ical terminology Amn.n_ those who have the right to use it)

e Hmﬁm :osh reached n.rm point at é_aunw we_(l). choose an_appropriate
nology to label the discourses. This is one way of structuring a read-

Mmmmcm %Msnmﬁ. I have ﬁ.mmn_. to make this reading plausible, and you may
di mmmmw.n W.SE._ mdm_wmaaoﬁ other texts, you should also write your report
1t of polemic and debate. The collapsi f rationali
following under the heading ‘rationali abollng of o o fate
: : ng ‘rationalist’, the labelling of the terms whi
invoke parental .mzzmm as ‘familial’, the linking of themes of mmum?_.nw
Mnﬂﬁnmw_wwﬁmcwwn%ﬁ .Mcm,wnrm_.._mm ‘developmental-educational’ and the :M.m
ric ‘medical’ to include the reference to professi ily i
take and use of the chemical termi oot ot o o
: € ¢ minology are, in part, operations i
for convenience, tidiness in presentation, but I will _.HMEW to _.cmmmwwﬁﬂwmmm

ﬁ—hmno_hhmﬂm.

. Mhmm.vo:nbww ~ in ﬁ.;:.nw &um ability to follow procedures (‘directions for
_..MM&. Hmnmﬁmmm nw.oHan of implement and judgement of amount {‘small
and ‘pea-sized amount’) and is predicated on recogniti
- + - ﬁ—, i
propriate authority in health care (following ,n_.:.‘nnmou“mdmum: cm_nww
professional advice’); e
m\wm::& — in which ownership {‘your child’} runs alongside supervision
: HM..mouz.E_oznm nm_..n.?rn assumption that the child is present each
reakfast and ‘last thing at night’) and is framed by the image of bad
ﬂqmﬂz:m (the figure of “Punch & Judy’);
* ‘developmental-educational’ — in which ﬂrm teachin i
e 1 eaching of the child
activity) precedes supervision (the child’s still tutored but mnhm.%wﬂmwwﬂ
activity) and then reaches an identifiable stage as a developmental mil
stone (the ‘age of eight’) ’ o

H
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o ‘medical’ — in which the process of using the z.uoﬁr_ummﬁ G.mmnmmmmﬂwu
linked to hygiene (brushing after Emm_mr.ﬁmcmﬁ.mmhcumw m:ﬁnaﬁmhn_ﬁ {*flu -
ride treatment’) and the specification of ingestion and n?nE_nﬂ nﬂam_wv
sition of substances {*daily intake’, 0.8% Sodium Monofluoraphosphate’).

Repercussions of the reading

] .

The analysis in this type of mE%v&Mﬂw Ewm_mn&%ﬁ@mmww Mwwmmnwmﬁm_ﬂwm MMMMM

rimental report, in which the di erent : :

MMn_w Mwmxm_wmamnmnnn _mmm_ is Emsamw”n_.. .H_um. analysis section of Hrmmnnb”mm”n MM

longer (and it shares this characteristic with many .onvmn_Qmmm o m&mnﬁr

tive research we describe in this book). H_.:m analysis is also more ur
sive’ in the sense that it traces the reasoning by which %‘mncm.mmw Mqﬁm_.
located in the text {though this characteristic is exaggerated in th m_nﬁ. p !

because I am not only describing an mb.m_wm_m wﬁ.mwmo m,.mnm_.u_mw mz”“mm 2

series of steps to educate a reader in mnnw:ﬁ:nr.mnm in mM. ar mm t M o

elling of the text into discrete &mnosnmmm.nmnmmm:mﬁmm a discussion of asso-

ciations, cross-connections and nobﬂm_m_ﬁﬁonm between mhoumm nma rerms
and their everyday uses. This is a reading of one case nwmﬁwrm”ﬁ tis not

necessary to read twenty different tubes of toothpaste, though i y

i ing to do so. .

E%MWM Mﬂw_wmi has applied :”mm:.m to the mwmw not cH.J._%. of Hnmnwmm M.%ﬂ ﬁHnM

in question but also of following ‘steps’, .m:& this is Q.mnwm n _w\m oL the

lightest and most engaging way Om.wnmmmumﬁm. the Emﬁmnm_. . n@mn.&.nr

tation of discourse analysis marks it as a variety of acM tative Mmm_ o

which, unless measures are nmrﬁ.p to the contrary, tends zw nnow:nm s

reflexive aspects {a characteristic it shares s:ﬁ.w ovm.mhdmﬂo.sm 5 _,M fes an
some personal construct approaches and which n:mmamzs_mﬁam “..r Hmmﬁ

from action research and feminist worlc). We should be clear, ; Hm hat
the reading I have presented here is my response ﬁw &m Hmwn and ¢ e
discourses are as much our creations as they are objects nmcmzum nde-
pendently of us. Our encounter with these .n__wnonnmmm. as t n%ﬁn._mnmﬂ et
themselves in this text is not an encounter é:r.moamn?mm Mmé n“rz but
rather with something very familiar; for Hrm.r_mﬁon% that bears m.m:w..
courses as ‘objective’ phenomena is also ﬁ_:m history Emw U.mmnm FM.. Wm b
jective’ beings. An advantage here is mr.mn n__mncE..mm analysis Em&m m ble
t its sources in a reading. Our mc_u_.mnn.,._n%. as a ?mﬂoanm:%rmno _._Hnm ' and
| contingent form of matter is, then, an important research tool fo
i f forms of language.

_ &nwmw_ Mmmmnﬂmmmo: of the mwm:ﬁmm of the toothpaste text must :bmmﬂznwmmﬁ_w
be restricted here to an overview of Em types o.m points I é—o_._. wa « o
cover in a lengthier study. The M_mﬂmnsvmm_on _M &wnosMMwmmMMn_%“_canmenmn

analysis through {m) a study of w.
MMMMOMMMM Mmﬁmmmmawmnn_ (n) a ammnmmmmm of how they have operated to
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naturalize the things they refer to; that is, how

they *form the objects of

which they speak’ in mmmﬁ.,.wu,?m&ﬁwﬁ.mﬂmmmmmn.m,bm?m_.mm and nonsensical

l\!.l..i. i e st P

to question that they mam‘.w.n_m‘:w there. These two tasks undezljc questions

I would want to pose concerning the role of the discourses in the life of

institutions, power relations and the ‘transmission of ideslogy.

Tn this text the discourses clearly reinforce the institutions of the family
and of medicine. Foucault’s way of analysing the history of discourse has
been applied to the family, and the role of state and welfare practices in
shaping the internal structures of the family has been closely connected
with the images the medical profession has distributed over the years in
prophylactic advice against bad parenting (Donzelot 1979). Punch and
Judy operate in this history as a contradictory sign of familial relation-
ships, for while they are used to illustrate the moral dangers of neglect and
child abuse they also function as subversive carnivalesque emblems of
revolt against the authorities. The extension of analysis into the discussion
is already following here a step (o) in which the discourses’ role in repro-

5 2o e

ducing institutions is examined alongside a step (p) in which the discourses

Hrmﬁammwmnﬂ. .Eomn.mbmnﬁmo.am are explored.

“Such institutions do not simply structure social life, they also constrain
what can be said, who can say it and how people may act and conceive of
their own agency and subjectivity. Wherever there is power there is resis-
tance {Foucault 1975), and the analysis of institutions could be extended

to look ar (q) who would benefit and who would be disadvanitaged by such

discourses, and so also (r) who would want to support or who to discredit

Hrmmmémﬁmﬁ&gmHmmwoémnm%mﬁmnm accorded to the parent and the
medic would appear to single these figures out as subjects who are wielding
power over the child. We should take care, however, not to treat this
exercise of power as deliberate, or to neglect the ways in which those who
exercise power are also enmeshed within it (Foucault 1975, 1976). The
figure of the parent with regard to the medic is contradictory, for example.

Discourse analysis is concerned with the ways in which ‘meaning is
reproduced” and transformed i “texts, and when such reproduction” and
transformation concerns institutions and power relations we are led inevi-
tably to a consideration of the role of ideology. At this point I can link to-
gether some of the &mm&ﬁ%w@.wa.m,mmmwm. Emm%@.&ﬁ.mﬂ&ﬁ% to show {s)
how they o tntail other discourses which enjoy power, and () he)
these reproduce of challenge dominant conceptions as to srmﬂ_,mmmfnﬁmmm

and what may be ﬁomﬂr,_mg_.maﬁ.rn future. I can only suggest here that it may

be illuminating to trace connections between images of rationality in the
adult, accounts of child development and conceptions of the family as the
‘normal’ arena for the care of the child; not only medicine, but psychology
as well slips in here naturally as an institution concerned with hygiene, or
mental hygiene. The descriptions of psychology as an apparatus, a ‘psy-
complex’ which emerged aloneside medicing in the Toce e . e
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relevant here {Rose 1983, 1989). The text seems, in this rmrr no_umznmmm
sulate an image of psychology and cognate disciplines as practices M mmnmw.w
with surveillance and control. The &mn:mm_.cu. could nat move B:M EE.H er
forward without trespassing into the disciplines a..,vm m.cn:.u_o@ Mwh mmﬁoww
without an account of psychology itself as an institution suffused wi

power and ideology.

Assessment

I will discuss some of the limitations of the approach H.rmﬁw m&WEmQ Jmnﬂ
and the criticisms that may be levelled against m:w reading by ot ter SESMM
in psychology sympathetic to discourse .mnm_&ma_ before EM«.EW on
consider briefly some deeper problems with this type of work.

Limits
There is, as I pointed out in the msﬁﬁoacnmo_ﬂ to m.mm nrmwﬂmv _m mﬁmnmmm Mw
worle closely tied to mﬁrmcﬁmnron_c_c.m_n& studies in .n_._m socio om_% of -
entific knowledge which was a conduit for entry of Emnos.nmn ana Q,Ma :.M_wn-
psychology (Potter and Wetherell 1987). The concern with every MM a
counting for action takes priority over the researcher’s perspective, a d che
rhetoric that people employ is privileged over any m<m_.cmﬂo.= urvmwn o
gist could give. The analytic process I v.m...qn mnmnﬁ_“..n.n_ in this ﬁw apter ;
been subjected to criticism from writers in ﬁ?m.ﬁmn:_uoz. mcn_. g n%:_mm”.wm
have been to do with the tendency to nm&nmﬂouq the ways in Mq ic he
analysis presupposes what it pretends to discover, m.zn_ the use o nonmzuwz
sense knowledge in the elaboration of the categories that mMﬂ mﬁﬂ_ : M
‘discovered” (Potter et al. 1930}, It could be mmms.mm.. mmnrmm_mw at M e wcﬁ._ﬂa
discourses simply do not exist as if they were .E.ﬁmHEm mHHn“unmm t mﬁn Mmm
language together, and that it does not do justice to the su % nmz..w mmv e
people engage in to make sense, to pretend .ﬁrmn mﬂumzw can de mmn ,Mmm-
is really happening. Worse than that, there is mHmn.u an element of my -
cation in that I have pretended to tell you what is really there as if yo
did not know in the first place; I have only re-presented to you ncHn.Es
sense notions of rationality, the family, n_mﬁ_ovﬂmaﬁm_ stages and me nEm“
I would agree that there is a problem with the assumption, MM mmm_.mu%ﬁ
tion that guides much positivist research, that the v.mwﬁromom_mﬂ 10Ws Mr m
but that does not mean thar there should be no critical perspective %ME c
ways in which language is used. The discourses are not really mummm : wﬂ )
away awaiting discovery; they are indeed _,uno.m:n.m& through ana %mpw b
they do then give a coherence to the organization of language an _W
institutional structures of power and ideology in a way ﬁrmm m_u ME_HUH
appeal to common sense reasoning could never do. As I noted be c_..nwmﬁ
am influenced in this view by Foucault’s work and the post-structura
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tradition. As a counterpart to these criticisms, however, I should also con-
sider those that come from the other side, from writers who may argue
that I have been too cautious, not too far from but too close to the ethno-
methodological strand of work. It could be argued, for example, that a
fifth discourse, ‘self-regulation’ is also at work in our toothpaste text, and
that this discourse, like the others that were described but more so, could
only be drawn out by using a prior theoretical historical framework (Fou-
cault’s). T have indeed used theory to produce this reading; perhaps, for
some, not enough. Criticisms have already been directed at the ethno-
methodological strand {Bowers 1988), and I could now guess how they
may be adapted to apply to the analysis I have presented here.
Although I have described how notions of rationality are reproduced in
this text, it could be argued that I have presented an image of the meanings
in the text as fairly static, that I have slipped back into standard structuralist
styles of analysis, which do not really have much to say about registance |
or the desire of ‘readers’ and ‘writers’ in the process of resistance, Al- |
though "the Teading s supposed to focus on variation, there is too little

~ analysis and discussion of contradiction and free play in the text. The text

pretends to be a serious document, but it is bounded by fun {in the figures
of Punch and Judy), and analysis needs to work more thoroughly with the
idea that subjectivity is always split, anarchic. Such analysis requires, per-
haps, the use of psychoanalytic ideas (Hollway 1989; Parker 1595).

Critiques

It would not be difficult to predict the objections that would be levelled
against the analysis by more traditional psychologists, and a clear expres-
ston of the hostility of the experimental tradition to this type of work has
already appeared (Abrams and Hogg 1990). It is not clear in what sense
this text is representative of instructions on children’s toothpaste tubes,
and no attempt was made to compare the text with those that may appear
on, for example, Postman Pat or Mr Men toothpaste. The reading I have
presented is only my opinion, and I have made no attempt to validate it
against other forms of analysis, or even to discover whether the procedure
I used is reliable when applied to other texts. I do not even know whether
parents read the instructions, let alone whether the instructions actually
determine the behaviour of parents. I have drawn on accounts of the ‘psy-
complex’ that are speculative at best, and I assumed that a reader will
simply and unthinkingly accept and implement the instructions in the
way I assume them to function. Such complaints could be addressed to
many of the examples of qualitative research we describe in this book, and
they would apply to all studies of discourse that fail to use quantitative

methods, This analysis, experimental psychologists would say, 1s a travesty
of scientific inquiry.
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From the other side, however, we must note the dissatisfaction with
discourse analysis of some researchers who have no such qualms about
abandoning ‘science’. This last set of criticisms chimes in with those who
are still inspired by the radical political aspects of post-structuralist and
psychoanalytic theory. One overview of problems from this position iden-
tifies thirty-two problems with discourse analysis (Parker and Burman 1993),
but we have space here only to note that they include the problem of
treating language (texts, discourses) as more powerful than other material
constraints on action, and the fantasy that the researcher can pull out a
toolbag and apply it to any and every text withourt reflecting on the effects
of an analysis. There is more variability in human action and experience
than that expressed in language; as researchers we constrict our own image
of the world when we reconstruct ‘discourses’; and we have some respon-
sibility for how our analysis will function.

We have traced the analysis of sets of statements that course through a
tiny text and tracked the ways in which the discourses carry in their wake
sets of assumptions about the nature of social relationships, relationships
that the discipline of psychology has in the past both investigated and
endorsed. Psychology which operates in these ways has traditionally relied
on the rhetoric and practice of quantification and observation. In contrast
we have presented an analysis that is also a critique from the standpoint
of qualitative research and those who are usually subjected to the profes-
sional gaze.
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