Sheffield
Hallam
University

'S % % %&$()*+S$

# # - %
% - %
- % # %
-& % # % % -
% %
/ #'$S % % %&$()*+$ #'$$ % % %&S$

% % # 0% #


http://shura.shu.ac.uk/information.html




" # # $$ %&''&

- () = + -
) ) ) - -
) 1 2 / 1+ ) ) ; ’
) 2 -) /
$$345 67/ 3 ,* + 8 ) . x
/
")). ) 9 - ,* . # 61 %. &)
-t ' ; $$3/
$$3/
6 ) ' . 2 ) 02)*
[l ;<

l " -



PERFORMING ETHNOGRAPHY IN A CONTEMPORARY
WORKPLACE: DISABILITY DISCOURSE AND THE
UNIVERSITY ADMINISTRATOR

Nigel D. Cox

A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements of

Sheffield Hallam University for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

April 2012



TITLE
PERFORMING ETHNOGRAPHY IN A CONTEMPORARY WORKPLACE:
DISABILITY DISCOURSE AND THE UNIVERSITY ADMINISTRATOR

NIGEL D. COX
April 2012

A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements of Sheffield Hallam
University for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

ABSTRACT

This thesis is concerned with the role of university administrators and the work they
carry out in relation to disability. In a context of disability discrimination legislation and
a developing culture of ‘consumerism’, administrators in the United Kingdom are
increasingly charged with undertaking activities that relate to the ‘support’ of students
who disclose a disability. Although there is a developing body of research that relates to
the work of administrators in general, their work in relation to disability remains largely
unexplored. As such, empirical enquiry is overdue.

The fieldwork for this study was undertaken in an English university. An ethnographic
research design employing observation, interview and the collection of organisational
texts is described. The ethical challenges invited by ethnographic research are also
discussed in detail. As the study context was my workplace, I consider methodological
and epistemological issues that arise when undertaking research in a ‘familiar’ setting.
Analysis draws upon readings of Foucault, and his thesis on discourse and power, and
the work of Douglas, and her discussion of boundary maintenance and ritual.

The thesis makes a number of original contributions to knowledge. First, it shows how
administrators are involved in the surveillance of disabilities and the circulation of
‘expert’ knowledge. It also shows how administrators seek to protect against ambiguous
disability classifications and the ‘non-disclosure’ of disability. Second, in respect of
Foucault’s thesis on panopticism, it shows how the texts, practices, and material/spatial
contexts of administration serve to constitute the subjectivities of those who work in or
make use of the administrative service.

Third, the thesis shows how administrators strive to perform ‘talk’ that is not injurious
or offensive to people with disabilities. Using Douglas’ thesis, a role for ritual in
regards to the performance of ‘acceptable’ speech and the avoidance of ‘talk’ that is
taboo is posited. Fourth, it shows that administrators are obliged to follow rules (for
instance, the ‘law’), yet they are also incited to work on their ‘selves’ in respect of
‘moral’ disability standpoints, and in their facilitation of a ‘consumerist’ student ethic.
Summing up, it considers in detail the epistemic character of ethnographic research.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

MY PRIMARY FOCUS AND OVERALL ARGUMENT

The primary focus of this thesis is the disability-related work of university
administrators. My overall argument is that in a context of revised disability
discrimination legislation, and the growth of consumerism within higher education in
the United Kingdom, administrators are establishing new enclaves for their practice. In
relation to disability, I argue that although administrators are obliged to observe both
the law and the organisational ‘policies’ relating to disability, they also work on their
‘selves’, and introduce a moral (anti-discriminatory) dimension to their work. I also
argue that administrative contexts provide a venue for the rehearsal of ritual practices
concerned with the amelioration of risk and ‘danger’ and the maintenance of disability

classifications that accord with the bureaucratic character of university administration.

In this chapter, I first describe the organisational and legislative context from which my
thesis has arisen. I then outline my theoretical position and personal location. Following
this, I outline the primary research problem, and offer my research questions. I then
explain the organisation of the thesis. Finally, I provide a description of the fieldwork

context and the respondents therein who participated in this research.

THE WIDER CONTEXT OF ADMINISTRATIVE WORK

Prior to my discussion of the role of the university administrator, as I apply it within this
thesis, I will first outline the contexts in which university administrators are located.

The role of the university administrator in the United Kingdom is undergoing a
significant transformation, arguably reflecting changes both in the organisation and
delivery of higher education services, and the character of student participation. One
context relates to the financing of higher education. Although financial loans had been
available to university students since 1990, the enactments of the Teaching and Higher
Education Act (Great Britain1998) and the Higher Education Act (Great Britain 2004)
served to refashion the balance of higher education funding from “the state to the
student” (Whitchurch 2006, p166).



More recent changes, made in response to the Independent Review of Higher Education
Funding and Student Finance (Browne et al 2010), has meant that from 2012 the
majority of full-time university students in England' will pay tuition fees through a
system of graduate contributions (Callender and Jackson 2005; Browne et al 2010; Hall
2011). This change arguably offers challenges for university staff, including
administrators, who may be obliged to meet revised expectations of students, as they are
incited to identify as ‘consumers’ of the services that universities provide (Sharrock
2000; Szekeres 2004, 2006, 2011).

Another context, and one that provides a backdrop to this thesis, is the changed
legislative context in the United Kingdom with respect to disability discrimination, and
the application of such legislation within university contexts. The principal pieces of
legislation which were extant during the period in which fieldwork for this research was
undertaken were the Disability Discrimination Act or DDA (Great Britain 1995, 2005)
and, with regard to educational contexts, the Special Educational Needs and Disability
Act (Great Britain 2001). These pieces of legislation provided a legal context in which

disability discrimination might be understood, including a definition of disability, thus:

A person has a disability for the purposes of this Act if he has a physical or
mental impairment which has a substantial and long-term adverse effect on his
ability to carry out normal day-to-day activities (Great Britain 1995, 1:1) 2

The Disability Discrimination Act (2005) incorporated an additional element, styled as
a Disability Equality Duty (DED). This duty, now incorporated (in an extended form)
within the Equality Act, required public sector organisations and authorities to gauge
and monitor the impact of their policies and practices with respect to people with
disabilities, to eliminate disability discrimination, improve opportunities for (and
participation by) people with disabilities and promote ‘positive attitudes’ towards
people with disabilities (Great Britain 2005); these were styled ‘general duties’.

Organisations, including universities were also required to publish a Disability Equality

! Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are planning their own provisions, and I do not
discuss these here; see the coda to this thesis.

2 As I also discuss in a coda to this thesis, the Equality Act (Great Britain 2010) has
superseded the DDA; however, the key definition within this legislation is largely
unchanged, thus: “A person (P) has a disability if—(a) P has a physical or mental
impairment, and (b) the impairment has a substantial and long-term adverse effect on
P’s ability to carry out normal day-to-day activities” (Great Britain 2010, 1:6)

2



Scheme (DES) which demonstrated how they planned to fulfil the requirements of the

disability discrimination legislation.

THE UNIVERSITY ADMINISTRATOR AND THEIR ROLE

These contexts invite challenges for university administrators. However, before
outlining these, I will first define the role of the university administrators, as it relates to
this thesis. Here, I characterise ‘university administrators’ as those people who either
support directly the work of academic staff (for instance, facilitating an examination
board), work with students in respect of activities that are not immediately academic in
nature (for instance, student or disability support services or student admissions), or
who support the delivery of another university service (for instance, human resources or
staff development) (Whitchurch 2006, 2008). However, in providing this
characterisation, I recognise that formulating a succinct definition of ‘who’
administrators are, and what they ‘do’, might be considered rather problematic; this I

discuss further in the following chapter.

The traditional occupational boundaries within universities (for instance, the
classification of work as either ‘academic’, ‘administrative’ or ‘service’) are eroding
(Whitchurch 2006, 2008). In the context of a revised relationship between universities
and their (fee-paying) students, a reconsideration of the “service requirements”
(Szekeres 2011, p683) of students has, it has been argued, led to a significant
transformation in the nature of administrative work. Once viewed as ‘servicing’
academic staff, administrators are increasingly located within workplaces that offer
services such as ‘student support’, as the universities in which they work strive to
position themselves within a competitive ‘market place’ for higher education (Szekeres
2004, 2011). The provision of pastoral support, for instance, has become central to the
overall delivery of a ‘service’ to students, and is no longer viewed as an ‘exceptional’
circumstance that is only to be delivered to students by academic staff members
(Whitchurch 2006).

The erosion of traditional occupational boundaries has offered opportunities for the
development of ‘new’ areas for administrative practice. The provision of disability
‘support’ as a ‘specialist’ area of university practice exemplifies this. In respect of the
meeting of legal duties (above) in respect of disability discrimination, many universities
have instigated comprehensive administrative processes linked to the ‘disclosure’ and

‘assessment’ of students with disabilities. Furthermore, and perhaps related to the legal
3



requirement to demonstrate a concern for ‘positive attitudes’ in respect of disability,
universities now offer ‘training’ for staff, including administrators, in respect of
disability (and other forms of) discrimination. Hence, the drive to provide a distinctive
and ‘student-as-customer’ centred service has coalesced with legislative requirements in

respect of disability discrimination.

These new administrative roles and functions, and the requirement to work ‘across’
traditional practice boundaries, arguably require from the administrators a different set
of knowledge, skills and affective characteristics. Not only might administrators be
required to possess (and practise) the knowledge of other professional disciplines, but
they are also invited to undertake work more independently of these disciplines; in
doing this, administrators may be increasingly understood to be working “across
functional and institutional boundaries to create new professional spaces, knowledges,
relationships and legitimacies.” (Whitchurch 2008, p375). Disability-related work, I
contend, is one of these areas where the administrators are creating ‘new spaces’ for

their practice; their work in this respect is the focus of my enquiry.

MY THEORETICAL POSITION

My primary theoretical position in relation to this thesis relates to the work of Michel
Foucault. When commencing this research, I began to consider how Foucault’s
conceptions of discourse and power might be understood and applied to my
consideration of ‘administration’ and ‘disability’. Although I discuss this in detail later
in this thesis (chapter five), some comments here are apposite. In short, Foucault
problematizes the nature and formation of ‘truth’. Using his particular formulation of
the concepts of discourse and power, Foucault demonstrates how ostensibly stable and
‘timeless’ concepts, for instance mental illness (Foucault 1981, 1987), may (or may not)
be accorded the status of ‘truth’ and, how discourse and power may be implicated in the
‘making’ and ‘circulation’ of truth. This, in addition to his later theses on the
functioning of disciplinary power (Foucault 1995) and ‘technologies of the self’
(Foucault 1978) invited me to consider how the ‘truths’ of disability were produced and
circulated within the administrative context, and how the ‘selves’ of administrators

might also be implicated within this ‘process’.

My second theoretical position related to the work of Mary Douglas. Her work, and in
particular her thesis on ‘pollution’, danger and ritual (Douglas 2002), invited me to

consider how apparently ‘taken-for-granted’ divisions in the social world (disabled or
4



non-disabled, for instance, or ‘dangerous’ and ‘safe’) might be accounted for. In relation
to administrative practice and ‘disability-related’” work, Douglas’ work invited me to
consider how divisions (disability classifications) were effected, and how such
classifications were rehearsed and guarded (or indeed, changed) through the rituals of
administrative practice. However, I discovered that neither Foucault nor Douglas
provided a thorough account of their methodological approaches; indeed, I further
discovered that the elucidation of a ‘Foucauldian methodology’ was considered highly
problematic and somewhat contested (Garitty 2010). This, therefore, was an additional

(and fundamental) problem I sought to address during the undertaking of this research.

MY PERSONAL LOCATION

Eve Gregory notes, with considerable honesty:

The beginnings of an ethnographic study are often routed in anger, even fury,
and, as such, are partisan. A chance encounter with a book, a classroom incident,
a teacher, a child or parent’s remark will often be enough to start a deep-seating
anger or an unanswered question from deep in our own past, which initiates the
study. (Gregory 2005, px)
Whilst ‘anger’ might be too strong a characterisation of my feelings towards disability
and what I felt to be its bureaucratisation, my commitment to undertaking a ‘disability-
related’ ethnographic enquiry was located in a particular configuration of prior
experiences and commitments. My lengthy experience working as a nurse in the United
Kingdom’s National Health Service had exposed me to uncomfortable modes of
discipline that, I felt, were often ‘imposed’ upon people with disabilities. Associated

with this was my concern that often particular types of ‘truth’ were rendered legitimate

(or not) within particular contexts.

Three ‘personal experiences’ illustrate my concern. One experience occurred when
working in a rehabilitation setting for young adults who had experienced brain and
spinal injury. I had challenged a professional colleague regarding the different choices
that I felt were being offered to different groups of patients, specifically a young patient
from a social background very different from that of the professionals charged with his
care. The colleague sought to instruct me: “Yes, Nigel, I understand your point. But the
point is that he [the patient] does not expect any better than this”, his point being that
‘care’ or ‘therapy’ was an intervention and a resource that might be moderated
according to expectation rather than need. This experience invited me to reflect on the

power relationships that served to authorise the organisational response ‘to’ disability.
5



Another experience occurred much later, when undertaking my first postgraduate foray
into qualitative research. I was interviewing a respondent (who did not identify as
having a disability) about his ‘understanding" of disability, and I had asked him about
whether he felt any ‘duty’ towards disabled people. He informed me: “Well, they don’t
want to be helped, do they? If I tried, I"d be told to get lost.” This experience invited me
to reflect upon how representations of disablement were received and acted upon by
those outside the personal or disciplinary contexts in which disability might be
expressed or recognised. Both of these served as ‘activating concerns’, and served to

frame my later engagement with the ethnographic project documented herein.

More generally, my professional experiences also served to frame how I understood my
chosen research field; my vocational move into education and my evolving experiences
of ‘disability’ in this area led me to question more rigorously the ‘taken for granted’
characterisations of disability that had marked my earlier career and, indeed, the revised
characterisations that I encountered in the University environment. I gradually became
critically aware of the pervasiveness of the disciplinary context, pasf and present, in
which I functioned and its capacity to shape preferred, ‘recognisable’ identities which
might themselves become legitimate subjects of professional scrutiny or enquiry.
Through this process of reflection, I invited myself to become more critical in respect of

‘professional’ or ‘expert’ discourses of disablement.

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Although there is research that focuses upon administrators who work in the ‘revised
contexts’ of contemporary universities, such research remains scarce. Additionally,
although there has been research relating to senior administrative functions, there is a
paucity of evidence that relates to the role of the ‘junior’ administrator (Hockey and
Allen-Collinson 2009; Szekeres 2011), particularly those working in ‘student facing’
roles that pertain to disability. There has also been only modest examination of the
‘places’ in which administrators undertake their work. Although such studies have been
conducted in school and office contexts (Winiecki 2007, 2009; Gallagher 2010, 2011),
the ‘spaces and places’ of administrative work within the university context have not
been systematically explored. Moreover, and particularly in a legislative context (above)
when the possession of ‘desirable’ attitudes in relation to disability is required, there is a
paucity of evidence that addresses this ‘affective’ dimension of administrative work.

These concerns form the focus of my research problem.

6



THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND AIMS

Both my personal location, and theoretical inclination, combined with my critical
interest in a particular theme (disability), particular people (administrators) and place
(the university) now enable me to offer three research questions. In specifying these
questions I recognise, however, that their relationship to one-another is somewhat fluid
and that during data collection and analysis, particularly of the kind that I will soon
outline, these may not be resolved discretely or systematically; rather, my aim is that

they will be addressed concurrently throughout this thesis.

First, I pose a descriptive research question that relates to the ‘events’ of disability
practice. Specifically, I will aim to describe how notions of disability are expressed by
administrative respondents in the Higher Education context through their individual or

collective work practices.

Second, I pose an interpretative question that considers the ‘meaning’ that
administrators attach to disability practices. Specifically, I will aim to explore and
interpret how policy, governance arrangements and bureaucratic practices enable

administrators to render meaningful their work.

Third, I pose a theoretical question related to the advancement of anthropological theory
and practice. Specifically, I will aim to problematize the methodological approaches
used to elucidate that which is ‘taken for granted’ and ‘commonsensical’ in the

everyday practice of administrative workers.

To resolve these questions and meet these aims, I plan an ethnographic research design,
using observation, interview, and organisational texts as ‘data’. I detail fully the
rationale and nature of this design, including a discussion of my reading of a
‘Foucauldian method’ (see Kendall and Wickham 1999; Hook 2001, 2005; Mills 2003)
in chapter six of this thesis. Recognising that this research, as I discuss below, would be
undertaken in my workplace, I discuss issues arising from this, including the (complex)

ethical concerns, within my later chapter.

THESIS ORGANISATION

The following chapter aims to appraise recent enquiry and commentaries about
‘administrative work’, particularly those associated with “disability’. It finds that

characterising the nature and role of ‘street-level’ and more ‘junior’ administrators is

7



problematic and subject to many contextual factors. The review also reveals a relative
paucity of literature that is specifically concerned with administrators in ‘junior’,
‘student-facing’ positions and, with some exceptions, empirical approaches that are both
phenomenological in nature and focused upon the hierarchical ‘position’ of

administrators rather than their specific practices.

In chapter three I locate the concept of disability within a historical context and
summarise how what is understood as ‘the disabled subject’ has been transformed over
time. I then map three trajectories for disability-related research, and the implications of
these for my own research design are then identified. The origins of the ‘disability
movement’ in the second half of the twentieth century are described, and the relation of
this to the ‘rejection’ of the ‘individual model” and the adoption of a ‘social model’ for
disability is discussed. The chapter acknowledges the importance of both the social
model and the ‘emancipatory research agenda’ for research design, yet locates an

alternative standpoint for my own enquiry.

In chapter four, I consider the work of Mary Douglas and discuss how it might find
expression within an enquiry that is (partly) concerned with disability. I first locate
Douglas theoretically, and identify some basic challenges inherent in her structuralist
approach as it might be applied to anthropology. Douglas’s primary thesis is then
introduced, and application made to disability in respect of its perceived ‘marginality’
location within the university context. I then identify departure points for research
design. I find that Douglas is of utility to my research design, albeit with some caveats
that necessitate consideration of a further frame of reference, namely Foucauldian post-

structuralism.

In chapter five, I introduce the work of Michel Foucault and provide a thorough reading
of his work as I understand and apply it within this thesis. The concept of discourse, as
used in its ‘non linguistic’ sense by Foucault, is described. Foucault’s formulation of
power is also discussed, as is the relationship of knowledge to power. Foucault’s
concept of subjectivation is then introduced in relation to his formulation of power.
Elsewhere I discuss his objection to conventional definitions of ‘ideology’, and provide
a reading of the concepts of resistance, disciplinary power and surveillance as they are
later applied within this thesis. Last, applications of Foucauldian thought to disability

and administration are outlined.



In chapter six, I describe in detail my methodological position, research design,
analytical approach, and also include a comprehensive account of my ethical
considerations. I first provide a rationale for my choice of an ethnographic design. I then
discuss gaining access to the research field, and my selection of respondents and places.
I then discuss in detail the nature and extent of my fieldwork, including details of the
observations and interviews I undertook, and what I gained from these methods. I then
discuss my analytical approach, linking this to my theoretical position. I also describe
how I selected data for analysis, and issues of data quality. The closing section of this
chapter provides a thorough account of my ethical position and practices, drawing upon
the Association of Social Anthropologists ethical guidelines (ASA 2011), and more

recent empirical work.

In chapter seven, I identify and discuss a number of organisational texts that illustrate
how the University represents, within ‘policies’ and ‘guidelines’, the administrative
response to ‘disability disclosure’. I apply my reading of two Foucauldian technologies
(technologies of power and technologies of the self) (Foucault 1978, 1990, 1995, 1997)
and apply these to my interpretation of organisational texts, including a discussion of
the practices of hierarchical observation and normalization. Following Nikolas Rose
(Rose 1998, 1999), 1 then argue that the texts incite the ‘confession’, by students, of
their disabilities. In presenting this interpretation, I recognise that organisational texts
can only offer a partial and ‘official account’ of practice. As such, my analysis of these
texts serves to signpost the analyses and arguments that I present in my later chapters,
particularly those relating to classification (the following chapter), disability ‘talk’

(chapter nine), and ‘space’ (chapter ten).

In chapter eight, I consider how administrators ‘interpret’ and ‘use’ disability
classifications, how these achieve the status of ‘truth’, and how these circulate through
the practices of administration. I explore how particular subjects are assembled (as
‘disabled subjects’, or not); this invites my use of the concept of subjectivation, as I
introduce in chapter five, and as deployed by Foucault (2000c), and also Rose (1998),
Mills (2003) and Youdell (2006). In doing this, I consider how administrators may be
incited to ‘work on their selves’ (Rose 1998), and consider the possibility that not only
might administrators be subject fo disciplinary and expert power but also, following
Foucault (2000c) and Rose (1996, 1998), how they may also be incited to ‘become’ and

recognise themselves as workers of a particular ‘moral character’; this is developed



further in my later chapters. In this chapter I also discuss Mary Douglas in relation to

disability, ‘anomaly’ and ‘ambiguity’.

In chapter nine, I discuss how administrators formulate ‘disability talk’. Following
Austin’s speech act theory (Austin, 1975), I argue that administrators strive to perform
‘disability talk’ that is consistent with a ‘moral identity’ that is selected from within
discourse. I also find that when ‘working with’ disability, administrators are both
obliged to both follow rules (for instance, the ‘law’), yet are also obliged to work on
their ‘selves’; this invites consideration of the work of Rose (1996, 1999). My findings
also suggest a role for ritual in respect of the repetition/rehearsal of acceptable speech
acts, and, following Douglas (2002) and Butler (1997b), I argue that these rituals serve

as controls for the successful performance of such acts, and the avoidance of the ‘taboo

of ‘unacceptable talk’ (Douglas 2002).

In chapter ten I discuss Foucault’s (1995) notion of panoptic power, explore this in
relation to the ‘spaces’ of administrative work, and argue that the material and spatial
form of administrative ‘places’ constitute the subjectivities of those who work and visit
these areas. Second, deploying the thesis of Rose (1999) and others, I discuss how
administrators are incited to (and incite others) to work on their ‘therapeutic’ selves in
relation to disability. Third, guided by Douglas (2002), I consider in more detail how
some administrative practices associated with disability may take on the character of

ritual, particularly in relation to the administrative response to risk and danger.

In my final chapter, I return to my original research questions, and explain how they
have been addressed in the context of an ethnographic enquiry, and necessarily
reformulated during the progress of my fieldwork and analysis. I then discuss some key
theoretical themes (resistance, ‘psy’ expertise, and ritual) which I argue are key to
understanding the evolving practices of administration, particularly in ‘specialist’ or
‘evolving’ areas, such as ‘disability administration’. I then provide further discussion
about the epistemic character of the interpretations I have made, outline some
limitations of the research, implications for administrative policy and practice, and

discuss avenues for further research.
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ABOUT THE UNIVERSITY AND RESPONDENTS >

This research was undertaken in a university located within Northern England. The
University was, prior to 1992, styled as a ‘Polytechnic’, and was formed from the earlier
consolidation of several local colleges of further education. In common with similar
institutions within this English region, the University offers a broad portfolio of
undergraduate and post-graduate provision, with a particular emphasis upon vocational
and professional programmes of study. The University is sited across a number of
campus settings, some adjacent to a city centre, and others which are located in
suburban contexts and satellite towns within the region, recalling the collegiate heritage
of the organisation. The University is sub-divided into a number of faculties, each of
which represents a grouping of professional, academic and vocational disciplines. The
faculty in which this research is located is concerned with the provision of programmes
of study associated with the disciplines of ‘health and social care’, including those of

nursing, physiotherapy and social work.*

The Administrative Staff of this Faculty
The roles of those who are employed by the University are classified as

‘administrative’, ‘écademic’ or ‘service’; these are accorded the title ‘Divisions’; these
classifications are effected throughout the Faculty structures described above. Each
describes a broad range of activities: for instance, administrators’ roles may be
concerned with academic and learning support, the student ‘life cycle’ (admissions
through to awards), finance and human resources. Academic roles may be concerned
with teaching, research and related activities, and service roles may be technical
(information technology), pedagogic-related (library services) or concerned with
cleaning, catering and maintenance. For the administrators, roles are assigned a
‘banding’, the majority of which range from ‘band five’ (a ‘junior’ administrator with
no supervisory responsibilities) to ‘band seven’ (the administrative ‘lead’ for an
academic department, or perhaps an independent role with a specific remit, for example

relating to disability or equality).

? Brief biographies of the administrators who agreed to participate in this research are
provided in an appendix to this thesis

4 Reflecting my ethical considerations (chapter six), these are not the precise titles of the
faculties of this particular organisation, although I noted during an initial survey of
otherregional universities that there was similarity between the titles attached to their
faculties, and the programmes of study therein.
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My role as employee

Throughout the period of fieldwork and data collection, I was also employed by the
University in a full-time academic teaching role. My normal role throughout the period
of research was mainly concerned with the teaching, assessment and pastoral support of
students who were undertaking ‘professional’ programmes of study in health and social-
service related disciplines. Due to the professional and regulatory requirements of these
programmes of study, the “university year’ is atypical when compared with
conventional Higher Education provision: a teaching and administrative commitment of
forty-five weeks in the year, and the bi-annual recruitment of students in both spring
and autumn are typical within this Faculty. Consequentially, the administrative
arrangements for these programmes of study also deviate significantly from those in

place for ‘traditional’ programmes of study.

The specific regulatory requirements of professional health care programmes also invite
a greater intensity of ‘non-academic’ work, for both academic and administrative staff.
For example, due to the regulatory requirement for some undergradljate health care
students to undertake a prescribed number of ‘contact hours’ during their period of
study, student attendance is closely monitored; this necessitates an administrative
response. Furthermore, as student learning is divided between university and work
‘placements’, structured learning activity is planned and delivered in both contexts. In
addition, close personal supervision of students is also a feature of these programmes of
study. Both of these invite a considerable administrative workload: for example, the
organising of placement experiences, the collation of practice assessment

documentation and the recording of professionally-mandated training.

I therefore undertook my research activity whilst concurrently undertaking my ‘usual’
workplace activities, which included frequent collaboration with administrative
workers. This required me to consider my relationship with the administrators; at times
this proved challenging as my ‘regular’ work inevitably offered me insights into their
working practices, and my ‘research’ activities raised further questions about their roles,
specifically those in relation to disability. I therefore needed to establish clearly the
nature of my relationships with the administrators, and attempt to negotiate the
relationship between my ‘research’ and ‘regular’ workplace activities. A further and
more detailed account of the particular ‘character’ of this research, and the

methodological and ethical considerations arising from my personal location (as
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employee and researcher) within the field of enquiry, is located later in this thesis

(chapter six).

SOME ADDITIONAL NOTES ON THE TERMINOLOGY AND PHRASING WITHIN THIS THESIS

I recognise that the terms ‘impairment’ and ‘disability’ may be understood and used
differently according to the context in which they are raised. For instance, within my
fieldwork the term ‘impairment’ was rarely used by respondents, with the term
‘disability’ being used far more frequently; indeed, both terms were sometimes used
interchangeably by respondents within the same conversation. Within scholarly
literature, these two terms are understood to convey different meanings, although the
nature and ‘status’ of these terms has created significant debate amongst those for
whom disability and impairment are of personal, political and academic concern. Given

these debates, I feel that some further clarification is required.

I discuss in chapter three how the notion of ‘impairment’ is understood by some to
reflect an individual ‘deficiency’ or ‘deficit’; in contrast, the notion of ‘disability’ is
understood to relate to the social context in which impairment is experienced and, as
such, it has been posited in terms of ‘disabling barriers’ (Oliver 1996; Tremain 2005;
Shakespeare 2006). The Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS)

outlined this important distinction in their Fundamental Principles of Disability:

Disability is something imposed on top of our impairments by the way we are
unnecessarily isolated and excluded from full participation in society. Disabled
people are therefore an oppressed group in society. To understand this it is
necessary to grasp the distinction between the physical impairment and the
social situation, called 'disability', of people with such impairment. Thus we
define impairment as lacking part of or all of a limb, or having a defective limb,
organ or mechanism of the body; and disability as the disadvantage or restriction
of activity caused by a contemporary social organisation which takes no or little
account of people who have physical impairments and thus excludes them from
participation in the mainstream of social activities (UPIAS 1975, p15, emphases
appended)

In my research, how these terms are understood and used serves to frame some of my
later discussion in chapter three, where I discuss the ‘individual’ and ‘social’ models of
disability. Moreover, my extended analyses in chapter eight (which relate to
‘classification’) and chapter nine (which relate to ‘language use”) discuss in great depth
how the ‘use’ of particular classifications and phraseologies relating to impairment and
disability are presented, used and problematized by both my respondents and myself;

this includes detailed discussion about ‘pejorative’ and ‘people first’ language.
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Whilst I recognise the historical and contemporary debates regarding terminology and
phrasing, my research engages with how such language is used in the ‘everyday life’ of
the workplace, and not necessarily as it may be used in political or academic arenas. As
such, in my data reporting I present (and, if applicable to my analysis, problematize) the
language as it is used in ‘workplace’ and ‘everyday’ talk by my respondents. In
addition, overall in this thesis I have attempted to reflect customary language-use and
etiquette in relation to disability, and have aimed not to present people with disabilities

in a manner that is disparaging or pejorative.
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CHAPTER 2: THE ADMINISTRATOR IN HIGHER EDUCATION

CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter aims to appraise recent empirical work and commentary on ‘administrative
work’, particularly that which is associated with impairment or disability. It finds that
characterising the nature and role of ‘street-level’ and more ‘junior’ administrators is
problematic and subject to many contextual factors. The review also reveals a relative
paucity of literature that is specifically concerned with administrators in ‘junior’,
‘practice-facing’ positions and, with some exceptions, empirical data that is largely
phenomenological in nature, focused on hierarchical “position’ rather than

administrative practices. Departure points for research design are indicated.

INTRODUCTION

Difficulty arises around the term ‘administrator’, with this term being widely used to
describe activities across the institutional range from clerical or office-bound roles,
through professionalized ‘street level’ roles (Lipsky 1980), to senior management roles
at ‘University Board’ level and beyond. This research study is primarily focused on
those persons in administrative roles that are directly concerned with the enactment of
policy, namely those in ‘junior’ or ‘mid-level’ roles. Issues centred on the naming and
categorising of administrative work make challenging the apprehension of a clear field
of literature and ‘subjects’ for enquiry in this area. The category of ‘administrative
work’ is associated with a wide range of institutional practices: the title ‘administrator’
is applied differently across these settings, with a variety of identifying labels applied to
administrators and their work. The terminology used is also “historically and
contextually bound” (Dobson and Conway 2003, p126), with ‘administration’
conveying differing meanings at different times and in varied locations, and as such, my
early attempts to appraise the literature raised a variety of regional and locally-situated

vernacular associated with administrative work.

REVIEW STRATEGY

An initial search of the literature utilised the terms ‘administration’, ‘administrator’ and
‘higher education’; however, this was soon extended as preliminary reading revealed
alternative descriptors for this category of work and its associated roles: for example

‘general staff” was widely used in non-United Kingdom (UK) literature, as were
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‘officer’ and a variety of derivative terminology. In addition, some organisational roles
associated with ‘disability’ appear to have recently emerged; as such, the naming
conventions used for these reflect something of their unstable and evolving status, and
is something that is not well documented in the empirical literature. Empirical and non-
empirical papers were located using academic databases; summary search reports were
then hand-sorted to exclude papers that resided outside the scope of the review.
Individual papers were then utilised to search deeper into the related literature; this in
turn revealed alternative terminology that contributed to further searches. Full-text
versions were then obtained, allowing for finer inclusion/exclusion around the ‘level’ of
the administrative work being documented, and its relevance to issues of disability or

equalities.

Administrators, unlike their academic peers (and their student subjects) feature little
within empirical studies, and ethnographic studies that consider administrators are noted
to be particularly sparse (Delamont 1996). Although senior university administration’
and management are considered, university administrators operating in more junior or
mid-level roles (that is, below senior management or ‘board’ level) are sparsely
represented within research enquiry (Allen-Collinson 2009; Szekeres 2011). Outside the
university context there are studies that incorporate junior- or mid-level administrators,
although the contexts and theoretical location of these studies are disparate, and the
identification of administrators as a distinct group somewhat tentative; some areas
include school administrator-teacher relationships and the management of change
(Elstad 2008; Honig 2009); office size, spaces and workplace cultures (McElroy and
Morrow 2010); administrative workers and race, ethnicity and gender (Thurlow-Brenner
2009) and poetic-ethnographic enquiry incorporating administrators (Fraiberg 2010). As
such, there appears to bé agreement in the peer-reviewed empirical literature that “little
attention” is paid to university administrators in general (Zimmerman and Allen 2009,
p472), although there is some recent indication that this is shifting, although
participation by administrators (as opposed to academics) as researchers remains low
(Dobson 2009). In addition to peer-reviewed sources, there is a significant ‘presence’ of
non-empirical evidence written by, and specifically for, administrators; although much

of this is rhetorical in nature, it is suggestive of a ‘revised’ discipline in ‘emergence’.

> In the US literature in particular, the term ‘administrator’ is also often understood to
represent senior ‘leadership and management’ roles.
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THE ‘POSTMODERN’ ADMINISTRATOR

The nature of Higher Education is changing in the United Kingdom and, as a
consequence of this, so too are the identities and roles of the administrator. Their
revised relationships with academic peers and the student (as ‘consumer’) and their
entry into roles that cross traditional disciplinary boundaries, all serve to mark these
changes. Administrators are also engaging with new technologies for the delivery of
administrative services; their roles have evolved beyond the ‘typing pool’ and, for
some, now necessitate active engagement with work challenges (for example, ‘equality
and diversity’, or participation with external stakeholders) that might be both affective

and political in nature.

These changes can be understood to align with the movement towards what has been
characterised as the post-modern organisation (Hancock and Tyler 2001), understood as
a departure from ‘modern’ apprehensions of the organisation as described by Weber
(1964[1925]). Weber’s interpretation of the modern organisation is not discussed in
detail here; however, three broader points can be made that establish the departure
points around which ‘new’ administrative roles might be understood to be aligned. For
Weber, the process and methods for achieving rationality in the organisation
(objectivity, order, logic) were privileged over the ‘end point’ (product) that was
sought; decision-making was crystallised into formal procedure and regulation, and
labour divided on the basis of qualification, not affective qualities (Hancock and Tyler
2001).

Weber’s reading of the modern organisation can be seen to “ruthlessly expung[e]”
(Hancock and Tyler 2001, p14) the possibility of affective or subjective dimensions to
organisational life. In contrast, for the administrator working in the ‘post-modern’
organisation, their “subjective experience of power relations of the workplace” (Newton
1999, p413), their need to consider the affective dimensions of their practices, their use
of technologies, and the requirement for them to exhibit agency in a workplace that
promotes individual autonomy and “less directive” managerial styles (Hancock and
Tyler 2001, p56) all serve to suggest a transformation away from the Weberian model
of modern, rational organisation.® This revised context, and the transformation of the

administrators’ role therein, is discussed in this chapter.

6 Although this interpretation has also been disputed (Hancock and Tyler 2001, p57)
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THE REVISED ADMINISTRATIVE CONTEXTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The ‘massification’ (Gibbons et al 1994; Whitchurch 2006) of Higher Education in the
United Kingdom can be seen to establish a revised context in which administrators are
located. Although the goal of massification is understood to indicate increased
participation in Higher Education for the school-leaver, the process of massification can
also be related to other features, including a diversification of the pedagogic functions
of the University (into vocational training, for example), the diversification of the social
and cultural demographic of the student cohort, and an increased concern for income
generation, efficiency and bureaucracy (Gibbons et al 1994). The “increasingly complex
missions” (Whitchurch 2006, p159) of the Universities has arguably led to an erosion of
traditional disciplinary boundaries and relationships within organisations (Whitchurch
2006; Raelin 2003) and, consequently, can be understood to impress directly upon the

role of the administrators working in these contexts.

The Further and Higher Education Act (Great Britain 1992) introduced significant and
wide-ranging change to the governance of Higher Education in the United Kingdom.
Most pertinent to this discussion was the awarding of University status to institutions
previously designated as Polytechnics or those which evolved from local colleges of
Further Education, the consolidation of the funding agencies charged with supporting
these institutions, and the introduction in statute of quality assurance arrangements for
institutions in receipt of public funds. The Universities that emerged from the Act are
known colloquially within the Higher Education sector as ‘new’ or ‘Post-92’ institutions
(Pursglove and Simpson 2007) and those that already held university status prior to the
1992 Act are popularly referred to as ‘traditional’ Universities, although these
institutions may also be sub-divided.” The ‘Post-92” grouping of Universities is diverse,
but may be (very) broadly characterised by their principal commitment to teaching (as
opposed to scholarly research), their historical relationship with local Further Education

colleges, and an orientation towards vocational, professional or applied studies.

The diversification of university activity (for both traditional and post-92 organisations)
is marked by the development of activity beyond that considered as ‘traditional’:

namely full-time, school-leaving undergraduate and immediate postgraduate teaching

7 For example, the ‘traditional’ universities (established during the High Middle Ages
and the early Tudor period), those established following the industrial revolution (mid-
to-late 19" century), and those established during the 1960s and 1970s.
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and research. Part-time study (Gibbons et al, 1994), and the increased participation of
students in professional and vocational education and training illustrate the revised
pedagogic functions with which the University sector has evolved to incorporate. The
‘marketisation’ of Higher Education, including an increase in international student
recruitment and activities performed ‘virtually’ with the emergence of the Internet
(Raelin 2003; Whitchurch 2006), provides another context, placing institutions in a
competitive relationship with peers both locally and beyond. This is supported by
political rhetoric around ‘the knowledge economy’, ‘widening participation’,
‘enterprise’, ‘engagement’, all of which serve to encourage institutions to re-shape their
traditional pedagogic and ‘scholarly’ roles, and expand these into new areas of practice.
For some organisations, these emerging activities have promoted the introduction of
new or revised administrative functions, for example those concerned with ‘research

and enterprise’, or ‘community engagement’.
b

Associated with the changes in mission for the universities, the student population in the
United Kingdom is also changing (Whitchurch 2008). Once understood to be the
preserve of a narrow social demographic (male, middle class, and from professional
backgrounds, see Gibbons et al 1994), political and cultural changes have served to
promote the participation in Higher Education of those thought to be previously
disadvantaged in terms of gaining entry. As a consequence, mature or part-time
learners, women (particularly in science and engineering subjects), particular ethnic
groups and people with disabilities are high upon political and organisational agenda in
respect of university admission and the acquisition of graduate status, the inclusion of
whom was promoted directly through government statute® and indirectly through
legislative changes that promote anti-discrimination practices, for example the
Disability Discrimination Act and its subsequent incorporation into the Equality Act
(Great Britain 1995, 2005, 2010). This increased participation has, it may be argued,

driven the growth of administrative services within the university.

The response to what is popularly described by the media and education professionals

as ‘widening participation’ has, perhaps not surprisingly, been mixed, with some

® Government policy in the United Kingdom, under the New Labour administration
(1997-2010), had decided upon a participation target of fifty percent for Higher
Education during the writing of this thesis (2005-12); this target appears now to be
under revision by the new Conservative/Liberal Democrat administration at the present
time (2012).
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vociferously concerned about the ‘dilution’ of graduate status, whilst others are more
sanguine yet still troubled by the “attendant problems” (Szekeres 2006, p137) that the
‘revised identity’ of the student may bring to the University. Certainly, a more ‘diverse’
and less homogenous student body might be seen to challenge the structures and roles
traditionally in place to service the needs of students. Additionally, a widened student
cohort also necessarily challenges the existence of a narrow employment vector for
students exiting the university. As such, ‘employability’ becomes both a practical issue
for the student, and a political and business concern for the institution, arguably
necessitating a reformulation of existing roles and structures. Such changes are
considered to have “unanticipated consequences [that] affect the nature and locus of
control and power in [the university]” (Kogan and Teichler 2007, p10), and are perhaps

a major factor in the deconstruction of traditional academic-administrative boundaries

and an increase in administration (Kogan and Teichler 2007).

Universities, in common with other providers of public services, have been placed
under increased external surveillance by what are prevalently described as
‘stakeholders’. These stakeholders include statutory public sector funding bodies and
others with a special interest in the ‘performance’ of the Higher Education sector (Small
2008), the majority stakeholders being the funding councils for education and research.
However, less obviously perhaps, other stakeholders have emerged as a consequence of
the ‘marketisation’ of Higher Education: the role of the National Student Survey (NSS)
in the United Kingdom, for instance, is seen to be adopting an increasing dominant role
in the shaping of University policy and practice at local and national levels, as are
consumer networks and forums.® All these stakeholders appeal, directly or indirectly, to
consumerist notions that are concerned with quality, participation and, some have
argued, a standardisation of the services that they supply, and carry with them a greater

role for administrators as a consequence (see Raelin 2003; Szekeres 2004).

® The National Student Survey (NSS) in the United Kingdom is undertaken by
independent research agencies on behalf of the Higher Education Funding Council for
England (HEFCE), a non-departmental body of the UK government. The outcome of
the NSS has become a regular feature within sections of the popular media, and has
driven considerable debate both within and outside the academic community. The
growth of the World Wide Web has also witnessed a proliferation of consumer-
orientated web-based media: the UK-based internet forum Mumsnet, for instance is, at
the time of writing (2012), garnering significant media and political attention at a
national level.
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Other stakeholders have emerged that are particular to professional or vocational
disciplines. Although long-established with some disciplines (for example, medicine
and law), the increased participation of Universities in vocational education and
training, in particular the ‘post-92’ 6rganisations, has necessitated closer engagement
with external accreditation bodies (Raelin 2003). A consequence of this engagement
with professional or vocational education and training has been the promotion of more
intensive relationships with other public sector institutions. For example, the
assimilation of some professional groups (for example, Nursing and Physiotherapy) into
Higher Education has lead to compound institutional relationships emerging between
the University, employers (predominantly in the public sector), professional regulatory
bodies (for example, the Nursing and Midwifery Council), Government (the
Department of Health) and ‘third stream’ groups, for example voluntary groups. When
compared with the ‘traditional’ academic disciplines, the requirement for such
programmes of study for additional support (for example, in the heavy provision of
work ‘placements’, and the monitoring of student attendance in order to meet
professional regulatory requirements) arguably necessitate more complex and

burdensome administrative arrangements.

THE BUSINESS IMPERATIVE OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The view of the Higher Education institution as business has realised the possibility of a
‘market’ for higher education in the United Kingdom and beyond. Locally and
regionally, Higher Education institutions have appeared keen to characterise themselves
as fulﬁlling a particular need, particularly in respect of their relationship to business and
the professions; the former Polytechnics in particular, potentially disadvantaged by their
shorter ‘heritage’ and more textured student identities, are seeking to make credible and
purposeful their ‘new’ missions; in contrast, their more established peers are seen to rest
on their reputations for traditional scholarly activities, around research, innovation and
the authority of tradition. These challenges are seen to promote new or adapted
administrative arrangements within the institutions themselves: ‘the enterprise unit’,
‘the widening participation team’ and ‘community engagement forum’ are oft-observed
shorthand for the revised institutional agenda, and serve to afford organisations with
forms of symbolic capital that are understood as vital within a competitive marketplace

where the ‘business imperative’ of an organisation is to be cultivated.
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As a consequence of this, Universities are increasingly seen to be looking both
internationally (Kogan and Teichler 2007) and locally for new forms of business and,
ultimately, ‘income generation’ or enterprise activity. For some organisations, their
engagement with overseas education, research and business markets contribute
significantly to their income. For others, in particular the former Polytechnics, the
formation of a unique ‘local’ identity - the promotion of the University as one both ‘in’
and ‘for’ the local community or region — also appears as a factor that shapes the
contemporary higher education marketplace. Positioning themselves as institutions for
‘business’ and ‘professional’ activity, particularly in the provision of vocational training
and enterprise, such institutions represent modes of higher education delivery that are
far removed from the ‘ideal type’ of location for academic and scholarly endeavour
(Kogan and Teichler 2007), and is a strategy that remains a source of tension within the
Higher Education community as institutions navigate between their traditional identity
as a purveyor of teaching and research and a revised identity that incorporates
(sometimes conflicting) goals such as social transformation, community participation
and business enterprise (Totten et al 2003). In addition, faced with increased political
and public scrutiny, Higher Education providers are also needing to demonstrate
“relevance” (Brennan 2007; Kogan and Teichler 2007), a shift of emphasis from wholly

scholarly activity to one of knowledge ‘application’.

THE CONCERN FOR ‘QUALITY’ AND THE STUDENT ‘EXPERIENCE’

The increased emphasis upon student-related matters'® is seen to be related to the
evolution of the student as ‘consumer’ and, in more general terms, an emergent political
and bureaucratic “discourse of ‘quality” (Dobson 2009, p10), the emergence of the
“student experience” discourse being understood as a consequence of the adoption of
business methodologies aligned with this (Sharrock 2000, p151). In the context of
competition, the quality of student services is understood to offer an important
marketing advantage; as students increasingly identify themselves as ‘customers’, their
perception is echoed in how they appraise the ‘service’ they receive. In contrast to
teaching and research, the administrative co-requisites of academic activity (for
example, student support services) appear more amenable to the imposition of ‘quality’

management approaches (Sharrock 2000; Small 2008).

' In Higher Education in the United Kingdom, for instance, the notion of the ‘student
voice’ has entered into the popular vernacular of teaching, learning and assessment.
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It appears that administrators within the University environment appear able to
characterise students as ‘customers’, albeit with considerable caveats. The limited
empirical evidence indicates no preference for the terms ‘customer’ or ‘client’ amongst
some administrative staff, these terms being not associated by some with the Higher
Education environment at all (Pitman 2000), and in general there is evidence of
resistance by University staff to the vernacular of corporate ‘business’. In her qualitative
study, Small (2008) records the reluctance of administrators to use the ‘customer’ label:
this terminology is seen to have “negative commercial associations” that is in conflict
with the “altruistic” administrator-student relationship aspired to by administrators; she
finds the term “client” to be received better, although “student” is still used (Small

2008, p179).

Students are characterised by administrators to be an ‘atypical’ type of customer (Small
2008; Szekeres 2006; Pitman 2000), viewed as ‘internal’ and therefore ‘bonded’ more

closely with the organisation, in contrast with the relationship between a customer and a
conventional retailer'' (Pitman 2000). Indeed, students can be thought of as performing

a more complex identity altogether:

[as a] customer wanting routine information...[a] client in need of expert
guidance...[a] citizen with certain rights...[or a] subject with certain obligations
(Sharrock 2000, p150).

In contrast to the retail environment, the ‘stakes’ for both staff and student are different:
the conditions of exchange work in two directions - education is a “co-production”
(Sharrock 2000, p150) of both student and the organisation - and, implicitly, their.
relationship is located with a particular configuration of power and knowledge
fashioned by the conditions and context in which both parties are situated. Therefore,
whilst some commentators understand ‘quality assurance’ measures to represent “a way
of enhancing control” (Szekeres 2004, p13), others find the concern for ‘quality’ to be
empowering for ‘shop floor’ workers only if the increased focus on the ‘customer’ also
necessitates greater staff discretion and agency ‘below’ management level in customer-

near administrative roles (Sharrock 2000).

"' That higher education institutions are increasingly attempting to find revised ways of
utilising the notion of ‘loyalty’ (for example, through the alumni system) is arguably not
a coincidence here. In the United States, for example, the courting of alumni provides a
significant income. In the United Kingdom, the tradition of directly courting funding
through alumni is less established, although it may be argued that recent (and ongoing)
challenges to university funding in the UK may serve to reframe this relationship.
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The consideration of ‘quality’ also necessitates a consideration of context. Arguing that
quality approaches in Higher Education reflect both “manufacturing [and] marketplace
origins” of the concept, Sharrock argues that the movement ‘towards’ quality assurance
should be considered as “an open set of questions” (Sharrock 2000, p152), rather than
specific prescriptions for practice. Arguably, it is administrators and academics in
customer or student-near roles that are best placed to achieve this, although there exists
for administrators and academics alike a set of tensions: for the former, the conflict
between delivering an institutionally imposed set of standards, and the individual
agency necessary when engaging directly with students; and for the latter, reconciling
the same standards against the academic claim for autonomy and desire for professional
or intellectual independence from the organisation. Therefore, even in the contemporary
Higher Education context of ‘student as customer’, professionals working in these
contexts arguably act as agents, mediating between the ideals of the marketplace, local

policy and processes, and external stakeholders.

CHARACTERISING ADMINISTRATORS AND THEIR ROLES

Within both literature and practice, the term ‘administrator’ is variously employed, and
therefore a “generic definition” (Conway 2000, p199) is difficult to reach.
Administrators in higher education have been described by Szekeres (2004) as “the
invisible workers” (p7), perhaps reflecting their performance of multifarious roles that
reside between the firmer disciplinary boundaries of ‘academia’ and ‘management’ as
understood by public or political discourses on Higher Education. Further complicating
this are the descriptors reflecting international differences. For example, Conway (2000)
notes variations in regional descriptors such as “staff” (United States), “academic-
related” (United Kingdom), “allied staff” (New Zealand), and “general staff” (Australia)
(Conway 2000, p200-1). Beyond surface description, the literature also reveals wide but
related characterisations of administrative roles and functions, including “supporting
academic staff” (Szekeres 2004, p8), “non-general staff” (Conway 2000, p200), student
administration, and roles of a business (human resources, public relations) or knowledge

orientation (library, information technology) (Szekeres 2004).

Roles more closely aligned with academic or management descriptors are excluded by
some (Szekeres 2004; Conway 2000), with administrators being understood as not
responsible for the “provision of academic or other professional services” (Conway

2000, p199). However, the roles that characterise contemporary administration in higher

24



education, for example learning support officers, library or learning centre staff or
disability counéellors, are neither entirely academic (although they may involve
pedagogic or research activity), yet nor are they ‘non-academic’ (as they might require
an esoteric body of knowledge, distinct area and mode of practice, and so on).
Administrators appear, therefore, to inhabit a wide range of contexts in the university
setting, most of whom are in roles that related to the ‘total’ management of the
pedagogic and enterprise environment. Given that academics too might be involved in
administrative duties, the perception of an uncomplicated institutional division between
‘administrators’ and ‘non-administrators’ is problematic in the context of the complex
and evolving Higher Education environment. Nonetheless, some observers do claim that
administrators form a “discrete occupational grouping” (Dobson and Conway 2003,

p124) despite the range of activities apparently encompassed within their description.

Observational enquiry by Whitchurch (2008) develops three categories of administrator.
Her first, ‘bounded professionals’, are seen to identify strongly with their host
organisations, and their position is secured by adherence to prescribed roles and
structures. Their identity is enhanced by their length of experience, and might be
“undermined” if their role evolves to incorporate other activities (Whitchurch 2008,
p378). Her second category, ‘cross-boundary professionals’, engage in work that
broadly follow the structures and boundaries of the organisation, but they might also
cross these as circumstances arise. Their knowledge and experience enables them to

“overcome isolation” and become “politically advantage[d]” (Whitchurch 2008, p381).

Whitchurch’s third category, “‘unbounded professionals’, are seen to navigate across
organisation boundaries and exhibit a preparedness to enter into organisational spaces or
realms of knowlédge that feature uncertainty or risk. Engaging in relationships that
subvert the organisational hierarchy, they may be viewed by some as innovators, or by
others as a liability (Whitchurch 2008, p382). In effect, Whitchurch (2008) is describing
a taxonomy characterised by increasing agency, inclusion of ‘peripheral’ knowledge
and decreasing perception of boundaries. However, Whitchurch also found in her (albeit
small) sample that ‘senior’ management were more likely to be aligned with the
‘bounded’ category: the very group that might be expected to possess the most capacity
for agency. This suggests that those situated ‘lower’ in the institutional order may be

able to exercise greater latitude in their roles.
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The Report of the National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education (Dearing
1997)"? utilised a different taxonomy. This appears to acknowledge the changing role of
administrative and support staff within Higher Education in the United Kingdom and
notes the emergence of several sub-disciplines, namely “technical support staff”,
“central and departmental administrators”, “computing support staff”’, and “library
staff” (Dearing 1997, 4.2). Utilising a focus group methodology, Dearing (1997)
identified three administrator identities, “Niche finders”, “Subject specialists” and “New

professionals”; each identity was formed by Dearing to reflect the different motives of

each grouping in relation to their career in Higher Education:

The niche-finders were mostly long-servers who were not particularly highly
qualified. These staff members 'fell into’ higher education rather than chose it
specifically as a career path...The subject specialists were more highly qualified
and were a mix of long-servers and newer recruits. These people entered higher
education because it offered them the best, and often the only, opportunity to
pursue their subject interest or specialism...The new professionals comprised the
smallest group, being newer recruits to higher education. They had taken jobs in
the growth areas of higher education - student services, marketing, information
services - and had often 'created their own jobs' out of new posts. They were
attracted by the variety and challenge offered by their posts. (Dearing 1997,
report 4, chapter 2)

Methodological weaknesses in Dearing’s report have been noted (Thomas 1998;
Dobson 2000), particularly in relation to the methodological depth of his enquiry, which
relied on a small number of pre-defined focus grbups undertaken during a single month.
This lead to the under-representation of certain functional groups of administrators
through selection biases that meant that that some roles characterised by employers as

‘management’ were excluded, leading Thomas to conclude that:

Regrettably this report does not make a significant contribution to that debate
and will leave many administrators with the feeling that their role, contribution
and professionalism have failed to be recognised (Thomas 1998, p70)

Whilst Thomas’ comments can be seen as a criticism of Dearing’s report in terms of its
methodological and representational weaknesses, the Dearing Report does serve to
demonstrate both the difficulty in locating an adequate methodological framework and
research method for ascertaining the experiences of the administrative employee, in
addition to the political consequences of under-representing a particular group for

whom subjugation in the broader organisational discourse of Higher Education is an oft-

12 Commonly abbreviated in the literature to The Dearing Report (1997)
26



cited experience (Conway 2000; Dobson 2000; Szekeres 2006). Whitchurch (2008) in
effect follows this: whilst their typologies reflect a distinct disciplinary domain, career
structure (albeit one that is not always formalised) and capacity for personal agency,
both also reflect the methodological difficulties encountered in characterising
definitively the nature of a group of workers who are somewhat subjugate in the wider

discourses on Higher Education.

ADMINISTRATORS AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO OTHERS

The practice of administration within Higher Education is viewed by some as a “black-
hole phenomenon” (Glotzbach 2001, p16) whereby pedagogic concerns are ‘lost within’
the bureaucratic order that characterises the administration of Higher Education.
Administration is, from this perspective, certainly a ‘distinct’ practice discipline within
the university environment, albeit one that operates in opposition to other disciplines
and discourses within the same organisation. Yet despite the disciplinary authority with
which ‘administration’ is occasionally imbued - sometimes pejoratively - by academic
colleagues (Szekeres 2004), it is administrators who remain characterised as
“marginalised [and] residual” (Szekeres 2006, p134) within academic literature, and

they who have traditionally been understood to be less powerful partners in the

relationship (Small 2008), accompanied by a perception that,

[O]verall, it is the academic allied staff, central academic support and central
service administration that are seen to have the least critical roles, especially in
terms of determining strategic direction (Wohlmuther 2008, p336)

Dobson and Conway note the “complex and influential nature of the administrative
role” (Dobson and Conway 2003, p124), a reveal that it is the changing nature of the
Higher Education context and its mission that serves to promote a particular mode of
recognition for administrators; hence administrative ‘work’ is seen as a direct
consequence of both pedagogic and bureaucratic activity. Yet despite the recognition
that administration, like academia, represents a “distinct occupational grouping”
(Dobson and Conway 2003, p125) it is argued that the continued use of the identifier
“non-academic” for administrators reveals that these staff are “defined by what they are
not” (Dobson and Conway 2003, p125), that is, they are the ‘other’ in the context of
university employment, something of methodological significance that is addressed

later in this chapter.
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This position is also supported by MclInnis (1998), who notes the “negativity” and “lack
of appreciation” (Mclnnis 1998, p170) expressed by some administrators in Higher
Education in respect to their relationship with academic colleagues. However, Mclnnis
also notes some perceptions common to both staff groups, particularly in respect of their
commitment to remain in their chosen workplace, albeit with concerns about their
workloads. More crucially, however, he notes that the evolution of administrative roles,
some of which are seen to fray the boundaries between administration and academia,
has led to tension between administrators and academics (Mclnnis 1998); it is in this
‘way that such tensions and resistances may be understood to be markers of emergence

for a less subjugated practice discipline within Higher Education.

The notion of an ‘opposition’ or ‘divide’ between academic and administrative roles is
commonplace in much of the literature around administration in Higher Education
(Whitchurch 2006). For some observers, this ‘binary’ relationship provides an
ontological foundation for their studies, their empirical efforts being aimed at
elucidating the differences in ‘perceptions’ and ‘practices’ between the two functional
groups. Indeed, it appears difficult to provide administrators with a label that is removed
entirely from the vernacular propagated by the ‘binary’ academic-administration
division (Small 2008). For example, administrative roles are frequently described in
terms of how they relate to academic activity (‘the assessment administrator’), and
likewise for some academic roles (‘the assessment tutor’); in effect, whilst
administrative roles are understood to be the inverse of academic roles, and vice versa,

both are necessarily allied to each other (Wohlmuther 2008).

Conflict between scholarly and administrative values and missions within Higher
Education is seen by some to affect the inter-professional relationships therein. Raelin
(2003) notes multiple points of conflict, including matters relating to governance,
finance, regularisation and, more subtly, the appropriation by the institution of academic
‘freedom’ (Raelin 2003). There is a suggestion that these tensions are worsened through
the mutual misrecognition of the changing role of both parties and their failure to
“reassess the existing division of labour” and differing “value systems” between the two
groups (Dobson and Conway 2003, p128), in addition to conflict over the overall
business versus scholarly identity of the university (Raelin 2003). Szekeres (2004) also
notes that the term ‘administrator’ is variously used by academic staff, sometimes

inconsistently and often guided by a lack of awareness of the administrative role, raising

28



a suspicion that “texts written from the point of view of academics” (Szekeres 2004,
p10) might only represent administrative practices from a perspective that only

recognises their role in ‘servicing’ the pursuance of academic or scholarly endeavours.

In contrast, others argue that nature of the ‘traditional’ administration-academic divide
is illusory. Recognising that in some institutions there exists an academic ‘utopia’ where
non-conformity (that is, resistance to bureaucracy) is understood as a primary function
of the university, Kogan and Teichler (2007) argue that it does not necessarily reflect
‘real’ practice. Instead, it functions as an ideal type (Weber 1964[1925]), an aspiration
or template for scholarly activity, one that aims to function in spite of (and not in
partnership with) other relationships within the organisation. It can be suggested that the
notion of this ideal type persists throughout much of the literature critical of the
academic-administrative ‘divide’ and, given the paucity of empirical evidence overall,

serves to provides a convenient if not substantiated discussion point.

McInnis (1998), reporting on a Australian survey of administrators, held there are
attitudinal differences between administrators and academics in relation to the “control
and regulation of work” (Mclnnis 1998, p9); a particular point of tension arose around
perceptions of time versus productivity, with administrators favouring a position that
would hold academic staff more accountable for their practices. Pitman (2000) also
notes that academics and administrators might be perceived to have different value
systems and that a ‘general perception’ of separation existed. His survey, also conducted
in an Australian university, suggested that administrators in particular felt that
administrative work was considered less ‘important’ than academic work, and that their
work was less appreciated as a consequence. In contrast, a survey by Totten et al (2003)
in the United States suggested that the values and beliefs of the academic and
administrative groups were essentially similar; although they also suggest that future
empirical enquiry on these relationships might benefit from a focus on the proscribed
workplace practices of each group, rather than phenomenology-informed study of

‘perceptions’ or ‘beliefs’.

These studies were conducted in Australia and the United States, and therefore some
caution needs to be exercised in applying their findings to the United Kingdom

context.'®> However, there appears to be a preference amongst administrators for shared

13 I would argue, however, that in relation to their ‘street level’ roles, administrators and
academics in these different (Western) contexts have many common experiences.
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performance measures, something that may be seen as anathema to many in the
academic group. The notion of “control and regulation” (Mclnnis 1998, p9) is
understood differently by administrative and academic groups: for the administrative
group, this equates to measurement, efficiency and regularisation, yet for the academic
group, notions such as ‘control’ are closely associated with the ideal of individuality,
autonomy and the cultivation of both academic career and practice. Hence whilst there
is a suggestion that ‘values’ contribute to a perceived ‘tension’ between the academic
and administrative disciplines and their practitioners, the foundation of this conflict may
be arguably seen to emerge from the response of the traditional academic and
administrative disciplines to the revised landscape of higher education (discussed
earlier) and the effect of such a revision on the relationship between the two disciplines.
If administration evolves to incorporate thoroughly the motifs of this revised
educational and business context (for example, the drive for greater ‘efficiency’), this
might result in the discipline of ‘administration’ holding significantly more authority

(Sharrock 2000; Szekeres 2004).

Kogan and Teichler (2007) also note the contested landscape in which all university

employees find themselves, and suggest potential consequences that may arise:

One view would see a victory of managerial values over professional ones with
academics losing control over both the overall goals of their work practices and
their technical tasks... [another] view would see a ‘marriage’ between
professionalism and managerialism with academics losing some control over the
.goals and social purposes of their work but retaining considerable autonomy
over their practical and technical tasks. (Kogan and Teichler 2007, p11)

A ‘victory’ won by managerialism makes assumptions about the longevity of
‘academic’ and ‘administrative’ identities in the university; a binary division is
presumed, and the response is concerned with maintaining stable relationships of
knowledge, power and space within the organisation. Hence this might be seen to
represent a revised ontology whereby managerial-administrative power and knowledge
displace that of the academic discipline. Kogan and Teichler’s choice of metaphor is

interesting: ‘marriage’ arguably allegorises a union, and not a degradation of the

Although the economics of Higher Education differ somewhat between the different
nations in respect of their funding sources (public, stakeholder or charitable
involvement, for instance), the ‘traditional’ academic or administrative roles have much
in common, and many of the challenges they face (for example, information technology,
international engagement and diversification of the student body) are common to all,
although local presentation of these issues might well be different.
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concept of binary partnership. A question therefore arises as to whether the ‘new’
administrative roles that are emerging in Higher Education represent a combination of
both heritages, or whether they reflect an entirely new venture. Whilst it is perhaps
appealing to view ‘new’ or emergent identities and roles as being evolutionary products
of their antecedents, thus retaining some of their characteristics and ‘tribal’ associations,
it is perhaps worth considering whether such identities are newly-constituted,
‘necessitated by’ the conditions of their production, only meaningful in the discursive

context that has come into being (see Foucault 1981, discussed in chapter five).

RECONSTRUCTING THE ADMINISTRATOR

There appear to be two primary narratives at play in respect of the administrative role:
one that characterises their relationship with academics as one of binary opposition, and
the other concerned with the evolution or reconstitution of their role within the
university environment. These narratives are partially opposing, with the former
presuming a relatively ‘stable’ academic role and the growth of ‘new’ administrative
roles, and the latter presuming a dissolution of the binary between the two vocational
groups due in part to a re-characterisation of their roles through internal and external
factors. In respect of this second point, the existing literature does not deeply address
the evolution of roles that cross traditional boundaries, or those that reflect evolutionary
changes in the nature of administrative work within growing practice areas such as
‘equalities’ or ‘disability’, and nor does it adequately address the experience of those

administrators performing less senior roles (Szekeres 2011).

The movement towards administrative roles derived from a business rather than
academic model has resulted in the term ‘administrator’ being increasing applied solely
to ‘less senior’ grades of non-academic or general staff; senior levels, who might have
previously been described as ‘administrators’ have increasingly adopted styles of
address that reflect the business orientation of the institution, namely “director”,
“manager” or “head” (Whitchurch 2006, p162). It is perhaps not unsurprising that it is
the voices of senior members of administration that enjoy greater representation in the
literature: within a discipline with a very short history of scholarly enterprise and a firm
hierarchical tradition, those contributing to contemporary debates about administration
from within the discipline already find themselves located in a position of authority and
voice. Hence the assertion, by an administrator, that administrators might be thought of

as “disdainful [and] out of touch with the realities of today’s students [and] lacking in
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basic administrative skills” (Glotzbach 2001, p2), might be understood as a self-
deprecating, mocking view, albeit one that illustrates some of the more tangible
tensions that persist (perhaps more in perception than reality) between ‘the
administration’ and their academic (faculty) colleagues. Nonetheless, such perspectives,
however sardonic, are representative of a particular relationship, that between the
‘senior’ administrator and the academic faculty. In contrast, administrators more junior
in the institutional order, working closely with students and academics, are arguably in a
stronger position to defend themselves against accusations of being detached from the
essence of the organisational mission. They remain, however, largely under-represented

in the literature.

THE EMERGENCE OF QUASI-ADMINISTRATIVE ROLES

Development of empirical and other commentaries over time (see Dobson 2009) appear
to reflect a movement away from introspective examination of the immediate
administrative work context, and a movement towards issues that engage both
administrators and academics across the university faculty. Whereas administration
work enacted lower in the institutional order has been characterised as
“menial...women’s work” (Szekeres 2004, p16), contemporary developments serve to
problematize the academic/administrative divide and reflect a movement away from
administration as a ‘back office’ activity towards increasingly professional roles (Kogan
and Teichler 2007, p11) that are more student-facing and consumer-focused. The
emergence of ‘quasi-academic’ or ‘quasi-administrative’ roles are illustrative of the
emergence of new administrative roles that are a direct consequence of the external

challenges to higher education and the revised governances therein.

Resisting the ‘traditional’ conception that administrative staff offered only a facilitative
role in the achievement of university goals (Szekeres 2004), it may be argued that in the
revised context of contemporary higher education, the institutional concern is not only
the for the traditional academic ‘end points’ (qualifications, or knowledge generation)
but also the ‘process’, which is understood to incorporate quasi-administrative/academic
activity at every point, from marketing and recruitment, through political measures such
as ‘widening participation’, and the ultimate ‘success’ of achieving a well-received (and
evaluated) graduation ceremony and employment for the newly graduated. These latter

examples, although deviant from the traditional goals of Higher Education, are goals
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nonetheless and increasingly subject to both internal and external scrutiny and

surveillance.

The coalescing of student activity around administrative rather than academic endeavour
is also evidenced: centralised student services replace facilities that might have
traditionally been located at school or faculty level (Szekeres 2004, p12). Indeed, the
“corporatisation” (Szekeres 2004, p11) of Higher Education has led to the emergence of
sub-specialisation within administration, each particularised around activities that are
central to managerial, and not necessarily, academic ambitions. For example, ‘student-
centred’ administrative functions that have a less central relationship with pedagogic
activity are seen to be evolving in Higher Education: the constitution of administrative
roles (and spaces) in student-facing enclaves (variously characterised as the ‘student
hub’, ‘student life’, ‘student point’, or similar) provide an example of the specialisation
of administrative activity around a ‘sensitive’ managerial aims (for instance, disability)
rather than an activity explicitly orientated around the academic/pedagogic demands of

the professions.

Such arrangements, Szekeres argues, lead to the provision of importance aspects of the
student experience being delivered away from the gaze of academics; this in itself, she
argues, may lead to misunderstandings of the nature of the administrative role.
However, it might also be argued that rather than being a shift ‘away’ from an
‘academic’ centre-of-gravity, this movement is also echoed to a lesser extent in the
provision of academic services: the growth of ‘e-Learning’, for example, relocates the
student outside the traditional geography of the academic team, and away from the
direct gaze of the academic, in addition to introducing new administrative functions to
the mélée; therefore the overall picture is arguably more complex than simply a shift
‘from’ an academic-centred university to one where student-related labour is aligned
more closely with administration. Whilst Szekeres’ assertion regarding
misrepresentation of administrative work (due to its invisibility) still perhaps holds, at
least in respect of junior administrators (Szekeres 2011), it is perhaps important not to
over-emphasize the existence of a geographic or functional boundary between
administrators and academics. Rather, this appears to be a comment on the changing
nature of learning, a redistribution of power both outside and within the academic
group, and a feathering of the boundaries between groups of disparate vocational

persuasions.

33



It is difficult to argue with confidence whether, in the face of externally-imposed
change, it is academia that has driven changes in administration, or vice versa. Rather, it
can be argued that each has offered the other a range of revised possibilities in response
to challenges external to both that have modified the boundaries between the two
disciplines: for example, pedagogic shifts towards e-learning (a secondary effect of a
widening ‘market’ and new technologies) necessitate changes in the administration of
teaching and learning, particularly in respect of specialist information-technology skills;
similarly, academic staff are increasingly subject to administrative surveillance, both as
a matter of regulation and governance (for example, league tables or student
evaluations) or implicitly as a function of the growth of data-rich, ‘electronic’
administrative systems. Particularly in respect of the latter, Small (2008) argues that
strong student and administrative support allows the academic staff more time to
develop traditional academic functions (teaching, research, governance). Indeed, one of
the consequences of the evolution of academic work modalities (for example, enterprise
and community engagement) is the emergence of administrative and quasi-academic
roles that are required to support such activity (Marginson and Considine 2000;
Szekeres 2006).

BLURRED BOUNDARIES AND SPECIALIZATION

Somewhat neglected has been the “twin dynamic” (Whitchurch 2008, p376) of the
increasing specialisation of administrative work alongside the “blurring of activity”
across traditional professional or organisational boundaries (Whitchurch 2008; Conway
2000; Dobson 2000). The softening of role differences both within administration itself
and in relation to its partnership with academia offers the possibility of two sequelae.
One consequence claimed might be the formulation of more generic, multi-skilled
employees, proficient in several areas of practice previously undertaken by a specific
category of employee. Such modes of working offer an organisation advantages in
terms of flexibility and cost, and indeed there is some evidence of this practice within
administration: for example, the emergence of information technology in the 1980s led
to the demise of the single-task ‘typing pool’ that once characterised many
administrative contexts, and the emergence of administrative staff equipped with a more

diverse range of skills.

In addition, the softening of disciplinary boundaries has contributed to the growth of

specialist roles and ‘niche’ areas of administrative practice. This has also arisen due to a
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shift from structural, essentialist conceptions of administrative work as ‘tasks’ to
increasingly ‘professionalised’ administrative work characterised by identities,
themselves a consequence of the shift from essentialist, discipline-focused conceptions
of educational practice (‘teaching’) to consumerist, ‘identity-orientated’ focuses (‘the
learner’). The softening of these boundaries, however, leads to definitional issues. For
example, Whitchurch’s “professional staff” (Whitchurch 2008, p376) might be defined
as ‘quasi-academic’ (as their outputs impact on teaching, learning and research’;
equally, however, they might be described as ‘quasi-administrative’, due to their
alignment with organisational mission and processes. Her chosen term — ‘professional’ -
is appropriate in the context of her discussion, although the identity that is described as
‘professional’ is problematic for all sorts of reasons related to individual identity,

disciplinary knowledge and the particular mode of (social) capital it suggests.

Dobson and Conway (2003) concur that the boundaries between the two domains —
administration and academia — are becoming less distinct, yet they also caution against
universalising the argument about ‘blurred boundaries’: whilst this may be true for new
and emergent roles within the Higher Education sector (for example, learning support
roles), this is not applicable to more conventional pedagogic and empirical roles in the
university. They argue that the debate regarding “blurring roles and converging work”
(Dobson and Conway 2003, p130) presumes that administrative and academic roles are
(or were) always clearly delineated; they note that, as with academic work,
administrative work (or that described as such) is highly varied, with some generalists,
who might secure employment outside the academy, and others with highly specific

roles.

SOME IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH DESIGN

The work roles and identities of administrators in Higher Education are undergoing
transformation. These transformations may be seen as the artefacts of a movement away
from the ‘modern’ (Weberian, as opposed to ‘post-modern’) conception of bureaucratic
organisation within which clear functional divisions between staff are enacted and the
processes of work are prioritised. Administrators are, in some roles, expected to assert
considerable agency, and the issues which serve to challenge them in the workplace —
diversity, inclusion, consumerism, and their changing relationship with academic staff —
inevitably expose them to matters that are affective, representational and political in

nature. Disability presents one such challenge, and therefore how junior- and mid-level
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administrators negotiate this emerging discourse provides an empirical challenge that is,
to date, sparsely represented in the empirical literature. This raises several

methodological challenges for my enquiry.

First, there are foundational issues regarding the characterisation (and naming
conventions) of those individuals engaged in what may be broadly categorised as
‘administrative work’, at a lower, junior or ‘street level’ within Higher Education in the
United Kingdom. This partly reflects differences in the monikers attached to
administrative functions across institutions, and partly reflects the unstable and evolving
nature of the role of administrator in the changing context of Higher Education. This
suggests the utility of a methodological approach designed to elucidate and characterise

these emergent roles at the ‘street level’ of their performances.

Second, methodological approaches within the existing literature show an inclination
towards those which are largely deterministic in relation to the purported ‘academic-
administrator’ binary. However, some of these studies also provide emerging evidence
that contradicts this particular characterisation and the pre-conceptualisation of the
administrative role in this manner. This suggests the utility of a methodological
approach that avoids shallow domain analysis (Spradley 1979) and emphasizes the

incorporation of respondent-derived categories.

Third, there is evidence that administrators are performing as key agents in the
articulation of discourses contemporary to the Higher Education context, including
those pertaining to the ‘disability identity’ of students and co-workers. The dynamic,
politicised nature of these discourses implies that administrators necessarily exhibit
agency in the administrative governance of associated practice. This suggests the utility
of a methodological approach designed to describe and facilitate further theorisation

~ around the administration and governance of such identities in the Higher Education

context.

The development of ‘specialised’ or ‘quasi-academic’ roles for administrators is raised
in my later data chapters. However, the development of administrative roles and
functions that are directly concerned with disability (for example, the administration of
disability ‘screening’ and ‘disclosure’) arguably bring the administrator into direct
contact with a confluence of discourses ‘on’ disability, some of which invite significant

contestation and debate. As such, some insight into the (historical) development of
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contemporary disability discourses is apposite for later discussion: this is addressed in

the following chapter, ‘Disability contexts’.
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CHAPTER 3: DISABILITY CONTEXTS

CHAPTER SUMMARY

The first half of this chapter locates the concept of disability in a historical context and
summarises how the disabled subject was transzrmed throughout this time. The origins
of the ‘disability movement’ in the second half of the twentieth century are described,
and the relation of this to the rejection of the individual model and the adoption of a
social model for disability is discussed. The second half of this chapter maps three
possible trajectories for disability-related research, and the implications of this
discussion for my research design are identified. The chapter acknowledges the
importance of both the social model and the ‘emancipatory research agenda’ for

research design, yet also locates an alternate departure point for my enquiry.

DISABILITY FROM THE MEDIEVAL TO THE MODERN

The legal recognition of, and provision for, those considered ‘less able’ to contribute to
the effort of work appears first in English law during the 14® century: the Ordinance
(1349) and Statute (1351) of Labourers (Collis and Greenwood 1977) provides early
evidence of the division between ‘able-bodied’ persons and others. In England, these
dates correspond with the high to late medieval period where the economy was
considered ‘local’ in nature, and people with what today might be characterised as
‘disabilities’ were thought to have been largely incorporated into the effort of work at
the family or community level. '* By this time, however, it is argued that “the
prerequisites of a capitalist economy without factories were already firmly in place”
(Barnes 1997, p16) and the relationship between those who worked and those who

regulated work was undergoing significant change.

The Ordinance arises from a particular context (social and political unrest following the
impact of the Black Death) and perhaps marks the evocation, for the first time in
English history, of mode of classification for people that approaches contemporary (as

defined in the law) understandings of ‘disability’:

' For a discussion of this period, including the impact of the first encroachment of the
‘Black Death’ or plague (c.1348-50) on the local and national economy of (specifically)
England and how this changed the nature of employment, see Moore (2007) and
Whittock (2009). Note, however, that the ‘transition’ to an industrialised economy,
when this occurred, and particularly its relationship to the ‘Black Death’, remains
highly contested.

38



That every man and woman of our realm of England, of what condition he be,
free or bond, able in body, and within the age of threescore years...be required to
serve (Ordinance of Labourers [1349], in Collis and Greenwood 1977, p21)

In these times and places, whilst people with disabilities may have been productively
integrated into the everyday practices of work, their assimilation into society did not
necessarily mean that disability was not immune from scrutiny or today what might be
described as ‘discrimination’. Although notions of disablement were not at this point
firmly associated with the notion of ‘work’ (or the absenting from work) as it might be
understood today, disability at this time does appear to have been associated at times
with spiritual or moral maladies, perhaps even “demonic possession” (Robert 2003,
p138). The emergence of societal features that might characterise the arrival of
‘modernity’ are seen to transform this conception into one that approaches those

recognisable today.

In the post-medieval period, the English economy is seen to be developing a firm
industrial base, and from the late 18" century in the United Kingdom this was indicated
by the development of centralised and mechanistically intensive centres of production.
The effect of this on disabled people is perhaps clearer. Oliver writes: “With the rise of
the factory [...] many more disabled people were excluded from the production process”
(Oliver 1990, p27) as both the disciplinary environments (working hours and
accommodation, for instance) and the technological mode of production (heavy
industrial technologies, intense and high output labour) mitigated against their
participation. It was in these altered circumstances that the disabled individual is seen to
begin to represent a ‘threat’ to the order of the modes of production and, ultimately, the
segregation is seen (away from the workplace) of those unable to participate fully.
People with disabilities, in effect, had become a “social problem” (Oliver 1990, p28) by

virtue of the changed economic and social environment.

A “paradox” has also been described (Oliver 1990, p28) as those who were once full,
participatory members of their communities became segregated at the individual level
and viewed as members of an underclass who could not, or were not permitted, to
participate in society. Oliver notes, however, that locating definitively the pre-industrial
‘status’ of disabled people is highly problematic due to a lack of documentary evidence.
This appears to be a defensible position: whilst the historiography of disability has
developed since Oliver’s assertions (see Metzler 2006), it is also ironic for historians of
disability that the necessary adjuncts to industrial capitalism (administration and
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bureaucracy) that serve to categorise individuals as disabled or unable to participate are

also those provide the empirical data that is available.

The growth of industrialisation and the ‘colonisation’ of impairment by professional
medicine is seen in this period to assert a regulatory effect on the body of the ‘worker’.
An individual’s capacity for work was measured by their ability to labour in
workplaces; workplaces that were less tolerant to individual difference than their
(mainly local, mainly agricultural) antecedents. However, at this time there is no
category or identifiable ‘group’ who are known as ‘disabled’ (Barnes and Mercer 2010):
those who could not work were identified (medically) as ‘sick’ or ‘infirm’, the response
to the emergence of whom was the creation of specialist, separated places in which they
might be accommodated: the workhouse (Barnes and Mercer 2010) or, for those

categorised as ‘mad’ or ‘insane’, the asylum (see Mayou 1989; Shorter 1997).'°

Until the early twentieth century, those who were ‘sick’ or otherwise not able to work
were provided for through a variety of means. In the absence —at this point - of a
(national, universal) system of health and welfare, those considered to be ‘in need’ were
accommodated through many different organisations: the church, charitable donation or
industrial supports. This period also witnesses a differentiation in the care and treatment
of individuals with mental or ‘psychiatric’ impairments from those with physical
ailments; whilst those once described as ‘lunatics’, and by the end of the nineteenth
century patients with mental health impairments were being increasingly placed in
specialist institutions. Likewise, those with physical and learning impairments might

have been similarly located (Mayou 1989; Shorter 1997).

Such a conception of disability history is, however, thought by some to be naive (Oliver
1990; Barnes 1997; Barnes et al 1999) both on grounds of its simplicity (it focuses only
on the relationship between the individual and the mode of production and ignores
culture, for instance) and optimism (that, ultimately, the technologies of modernism will
be purposeful for disabled people). As an alternative, Oliver (1990) argues that
attempting to comprehend disability from the perspective of historical moral and
philosophical development has utility. Noting the evolution of other notions and

practices at one time thought ‘deviant’ (for example, homosexuality and mental

15 The asylum as it is understood today is arguably not a creation of the modern era, and
examples exist before this time. However the role and function of the asylum, in
addition to their number, did increase in this period: see Mayou 1989 and Shorter 1997
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‘illness’), he draws parallels with the ‘evolution’ of disability. On the development of

different systems of thought on particular expressions of deviance, he notes:

As a result of these perceptions particular deviants were subjected to moral, then
legal and now medical mechanisms of social control. (Oliver 1990, p30)

As such, what can be seen in the transition between ‘medieval’ and ‘modern’ society is
a transformation in the categories by which what is known today as ‘disability’ is
organised. The appearance of segregated institutions and the emergence of the medical
profession as one of the dominant disciplinary modes imposed upon those with
disabilities is widely documented, a relationship that Barnes notes coheres with the
emergence of ‘new’ philosophical positions or discourses ‘on’ the individual subject
that emerged during the enlightenment period (Barnes 1997). These discourses serve to
align science with the notion of ‘truth’ and embrace the notion of social progress; yet, as

Corker and Shakespeare note, not all are equal in this more ‘enlightened’ time:

In spite of the ideology of scientific enlightenment and progress [...] large
numbers of people remain oppressed within modernism, particularly those who
are perceived not to meet the modernist ideal of the rational, independent
subject. (Corker and Shakespeare 2002, p2)

Acknowledging the contribution of Hunt (1966) to his argument, Barnes (1997) notes
that the experience of ‘disability’ resided in tension with the (liberal) individualistic and
work-centred valuing system that was (and perhaps still is) at play in the Western world.
Understood to be unable to ‘contribute’ and to enjoy the material benefits that these
societies offer, people with disabilities are effectively ‘marked’ as outsiders in their host
societies, leading, he argues, to discrimination. Hence the rise of the segregated
institution for those marked as such represents a “means of both social provision and
control” (Barnes 1997, p9), an idea of separateness and exclusion that became a
dominant mode of thought, the “common sense and everyday assumptions and beliefs”

in respect of disability (Barnes 1997, p9).

THE EMERGENCE OF THE DISABILITY MOVEMENT

Whilst the positioning of disability as a social (and medical) ‘problem’ during the post-
enlightenment era is documented, the later phases of the industrial revolution also see
the early reformulation of disability as a political concept in the United Kingdom.
However, a critical mass of thought and action in respect of disability in both the United

States and United Kingdom did not emerge until the 1960s. In the mid to late twentieth
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century, a purported division emerged (characterised as ‘American’ or ‘British’) for
political and philosophical thought around disability; the former associated with
Parsons’ functionalism (that disability represents deviancy and is associated with the
‘sick role”), and the latter associated with Marxism (that disability is constituted by

capitalism and the commoditisation of labour) (Barnes 1997; Barnes et al 2002).

In the United States, the emergence of a politicised ‘disability movement’ has become
associated with the ‘turn’ towards other social movements, for example the civil rights
movement, consumerism and deinstitutionalisation (Shreve 1982). Furthermore, in the
academy, Goffman’s thesis on stigma (Goffman 1963; Barnes 1997; Barnes et al 2002)
is also understood to have been instrumental in the development of (in the United
States) the Movement for Independent Living (ILM) (Barnes 1997). In the United
Kingdom, mirroring developments in the United States, and arguably in response to the
perceived colonisation of ‘disability’ by the medical profession and its associated care
‘industry’ (Shakespeare 2006) the disability ‘movement’ in the United Kingdom was
similarly “inspired” (Barnes et al 2002, p4), a key agency for which was Union of the
Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS)'® whose professed radicalism at the
time is captured in a later statement, and whose vital impact is considered in the next

section:

It is not because of our bodies that we are immobile - but because of the way
that the means of mobility is organised that we cannot move. It is not because of
our bodies that we live in unsuitable housing - but it is because of the way that
our society organises its housing provision that we get stuck in badly designed
dwellings...Disability is not something we possess, but something our society
possesses. The Union's unambiguous position forms the basis of all our policies
and activities, and similarly the basis of our challenge to those involved in
disability struggle. (UPIAS 1981, p5)

TWO MODELS OF DISABILITY

Although its development is popularly attributed to Mike Oliver (see Oliver 1981), the
origins of a ‘political’ and altogether ‘social’ approach to understanding disability can
be located in early Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS)

statements:

The Union's social theory of disability, itself a product of the technological
changes in society, reflects the most advanced developments which make it clear
that the alternative to an "incomes" (or more properly, "pensions") approach to

16 The UPIAS was formed in 1972 by Paul Hunt; see Hunt (1972).
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the particular poverty in disability is to struggle for changes to the organisation
of society so that employment and full social participation are made accessible
to all people, including those with physical impairments. (UPIAS 1975, p15)

However, as noted by Finkelstein (2004), it was Oliver who was instrumental in
promoting more widely the notion of a ‘social model’ for disability (Oliver 1981).
Oliver’s paper, drawing on several key exemplars, demonstrated the limitations of what
he described as the individual model of disability'’ (Oliver 1981). The individual model
of disability locates the experience of disability firmly within the immediate domain of
the individual, rather than his or her social environment, and represents disability in
terms of ‘impairment’ and deviation from expected physical and psychological norms
(Oliver 1990). In this model, therefore, the experience of ‘disability’ or ‘disablement’ is
inexorably bound with the notion of ‘impairment’. The individual model is therefore
understood to “classify disability in terms of a meta-narrative of deviance, lack and
tragedy” (Corker and Shakespeare 2002, p2), in effect, the experience of disability is a
“personal tragedy” (Oliver 1996, p65).

The individual model can be understood to appeal to the ‘psychological imagination’
that attempts to comprehend and ‘make sense’ of the personal experience of
disablement and, in isolating the ‘individual’, it provides a convenient (political) subject
towards which (professional) intervention may be focussed (Oliver 1981). In contrast,
the social model views disability as being socially constructed; that is, it is society that
constructs disabling barriers (either material barriers, or those that are attitudinal or
cultural) that serve to exclude or disadvantage individuals or groups who have
impairments. In this model, therefore, ‘impairment’ does not equate to ‘disablement’;
they are, notionally at least, separate concepts; disability is “constructed on top of
impairment” (Corker and Shakespeare 2002, p3), and is independent from it. Oliver’s
‘social model’ can be seen to have directly evolved from the earlier statements by
UPIAS and its protagonists through its inversion of the presumptions of the individual
model, locating disability ‘outside’ the individual, and (reflecting, perhaps, its Socialist

provenance) specifically towards the organisation of work and living spaces:

The importance of this social model of disability is that it no longer sees
disabled people as having something wrong with them - it rejects the individual
pathology model. Hence when disabled people are no longer able to perform

' The individual model is referred to by some as the ‘medical model’, although others
reject this (Oliver (1990); within my later data chapters I use the both terms
interchangeably, reflecting how these terms are used in the everyday talk of individuals.
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certain tasks, the reasons are seen as poor design of buildings, unrealistic
expectations of others, but the organization of production and so on. This
inability does not stem therefore from deficiencies in the disabled individual.
(Oliver 1981, section 5).
As Oliver (1996) and Barnes (2003) note, the social model of disability gradually
became the de facto political and conceptual basis for disability practice or, as Oliver
himself suggests, “almost...the new orthodoxy” (Oliver 1996, p5). In part, this appears
to be due to its incorporation into the political endeavours of organisations represented
by -and for- disabled people, thus leading to its overt promotion. More subtly, the
principles of the social model appeared to be incorporated by others not directly
associated with the ‘disability movement’ (Oliver 2004), and although a striking feature
of Oliver’s definition of the ‘social model’ is its clarity of purpose, its wide expression
has arguably led to differing interpretations as it has found expression outside its

intended ‘activist’ scope (Finkelstein 2004; Sin and Fong 2010).

CRITICAL RESPONSES

The social model of disability has not, however, been incorporated into disability theory
and practice without a critical response. The criticism levelled at the social model has
centred on several key issues that can be broadly organised into five areas: theoretical
inadequacy, disciplinary authority and power, the place of (or for) impairment, its
materialist foundations, and its cultural impact. In respect of theoretical inadequacy,
some commentators have argued that the social model lacks theoretical authority and
substance. For example, it has been argued that the social model is under-theorized in
respect of “embodiment, identity and the operation of power” (Sherry 2006, p53).
Oliver dismisses this, and asserts that the social model was never proposed to be a
‘social theory’, rather it was intended as a framework for comprehending practical,
emancipating action (Oliver 2004), a statement perhaps at odds with the original
UKIAS position and Oliver’s earlier thesis'® (Oliver 1990). Gleeson (1997) summarises
these tensions, highlighting the ‘practice focused’ role of materialist approaches, yet

offering opportunities for further theoretical development:

[T]he works of many disability scholars are frequently marked by a first-hand
grasp of the social oppression which attends impairment. By nature, disability
studies justifiably challenges the social theorist by demanding explanations that

'® In 1990, Oliver’s position appears to be that a ‘social theory’ for disability is a ‘work
in progress’; in later texts, he appears to move away from this position.
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lead to policy prescription. The...nature of disability studies promises great
potential for a more theoretically-informed praxis (Gleeson 1997, p181)

In respect of disciplinary authority, the social model has been understood by some
commentators as having become the de jure basis for disability policy, practice and
research through the effective ‘disciplining’ of debates surrounding its nature and
application. For example, criticism has been levelled at a principal disability journal of
the United Kingdom (Disability and Society) for appearing to apply editorial censorship
to submissions perceived to be at odds with its presumed (emancipatory) position
(Shakespeare and Watson, 2002). Whilst Oliver (2004) strongly refutes this accusation,
citing his own interpretation of the journal’s content as evidence, the debate arising
within the ‘disability academy’ following these assertions serves to illustrate the
sensitivity around how disability is framed: the tenor of the debates marks a tension
between original ‘founders’ of the disability movement, their equating of disability with
oppression (Shakespeare 2006) and the ‘street level’ concerns of the disability
movement, and those characterised as “philosophers and some social theorists”,

somewhat divorced from ‘practice’ (Barnes 2003, p6).

In respect of ‘impairment’, some have argued that the social model fails to recognise or
address the individual ‘reality’ of living with impairment due to its focus upon
externally imposed ‘disabling barriers’ and its “crude separation” (Shakespeare 2006,
p201) of the concepts of impairment and disability. Further to this, others have
suggested that the normalising ‘pressure’ of the social model advances expectations
upon disabled people themselves, in effect disabling them further as they are
encouraged to overcome disabling barriers (French and Swain 2001) . Oliver (2004)
defends the social model by reminding its antagonists of the political nature of its
mission, a “conceptual misunderstanding” (Oliver 2004, p8) that, whilst not ignoring
the individual impairment(s) of people, is more concerned with the communal rejection

of disabled people by a disabling society.

Paradoxically, others have suggested that the social model is inadequate in
accommodating other socio-political issues, for example gender or class inequalities
(Shakespeare 2009) and have criticised the materialist foundation of the social model:
for these critics, the social model is overly concerned with what disabled people do not
have (foed, money and physical security, for example) and is less concerned with the

principle of ‘representation’. Oliver defends this bluntly:
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[T]o move disability politics exclusively into the realm of the politics of
representation is fundamentally misguided and inappropriate when so many
disabled people continue to experience life-threatening material deprivation
(Oliver 2004, p9)

The social model has also been criticised in its application: Oliver notes that the “over-
zealous” (Oliver 2004, p9) application of the social model in workplace training
schemes, for example, is not a result of the social model itself, and rather more of its
interpretation and application in practice. The evolution of public discourses on
disability, perhaps conflated by the perception of a ‘politically correct’ culture, have led
to some commentators questioning the superficiality of popular or lay discourses on
disability. Whilst, for example, the media might not (in the United Kingdom) use the
pejorative language of earlier times, it is argued that such a change in language does not
necessarily signal a deeper recognition of the issues that were instrumental in the
development of the social model; as Darke comments: “The language has changed, but
not the politics behind it; for example, institutionalisation itself is not questioned, only
the excesses of abuse within an institution” (Darke 2004, p101). Therefore it appears
that whilst the social model may have provided a set of linguistic tools, doubts exist

regarding the assimilation of its essentially political nature into ‘everyday’ life.

TURNING POINTS

Colin Barnes notes the contribution to disability theory made by those he characterises
as “mainly feminist or postmodernist” commentators (Barnes 1997, p9), and such
comments reveal further some of the tensions that have arisen in the ‘turn’ towards
post-structuralism made by more recent contributors. Reminiscent of earlier
developments within feminism, Rapley (2004) documents and characterises the shifting
emphases represented by disability theorists as ‘first wave’ and ‘second wave’. The
‘first wave’ he associates with the originators of the social model of disability
(primarily Mick Oliver, Vic Finkelstein and Colin Barnes), a position variously
characterised either as ‘materialist’, concerned with the structure of society or, as

Finkelstein describes it, ‘outside in’:

[T]he radical social model of disability gave us the words to describe the way
society is constructed so that we become disabled. It was an outside-in approach
(Finkelstein 2001, p4)

The ‘second wave’ is associated with writers and theorists who depart from the

materialist position of the ‘first wave’, instead associating themselves with a range of
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locations that may be characterised as feminist, postmodernist (Barnes 1997), or post-
structuralist (Rapley 2004). These writers (including Tom Shakespeare, Mairian Corker
and Shelley Tremain) are associated with the notion of disability as “product of
discursive practices” (Rapley 2004, p65), configurations of knowledge, culture, history
and power that serve to constitute a necessarily contested understanding of what is

meant by ‘impairment’ and ‘disability’.

These writers arguably placed themselves in tension (both publicly and philosophically)
with their ‘first wave’ peers, locating their interests away from wholly materialist
conceptions of disablement, and adapting theoretical ideas from, for example, cultural
and anthropological theory (Shakespeare 1994), post-structuralist and feminist
standpoints (Corker 1998) and Foucauldian perspectives (Tremain 2005). Their work
signposted alternative departure points for theorizing about disability, a departure that
led to considerable debate and acrimony within the ‘community’ of disability writers
and activists (see Barnes 1997; Shakespeare 1994; Shakespeare and Watson, 2002;
Shakespeare 2005).

Tremain (2005) locates her work firmly within a post-structuralist Foucauldian tradition
and utilises this in order to apply a critique to the social model of disability. Her
contestation of the social model centres on its premise that disability is neither a
consequence of impairment, nor that impairment (necessarily) ‘causes’ disability.
Tremain attempts to demonstrate how a Foucauldian analysis can serve to problematize
conceptions of disability and impairment that, like the social model, rely on juridical (or
hierarchical, downwardly oppressive) notions of power, addressed later in this thesis.
The social model’s adherence to the premise of two isolated concepts, and ‘external’ or

social barriers ‘causing’ disability, is seen as troublesome:

[A]n implicit premise of the [social] model is [that] impairment is a necessary
condition for disability, because proponents of the social model do not argue that
people who are excluded or discriminated against on the basis of (say) skin
colour are by virtue of that fact disabled, nor do they argue that racism is a form
of disability. (Tremain 2005, p9-10)
Shakespeare (2006) appears to locate his interests around those of Tremain (2005), and
he utilises her arguments in part to deploy a critique of the social model. Another
departure point introduced (although perhaps not advanced) by Shakespeare is the role
of anthropology, specifically that of the British structuralist anthropologist Mary

Douglas (Shakespeare 1994). Although Shakespeare’s reading of Douglas has been
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noted as being somewhat phenomenological in character, rather than distinctly
anthropological (Metzler 2006), Shakespeare utilises Douglas’s conception of purity
and danger (Douglas 2002) and considers how it may be applied to the divisions,
boundaries and anomalies that arise in the cultural response to the ‘threat’ of

disability."

Similarly, Corker (1998) adopts a post-structuralist position, foregrounding the
importance of language and its effects upon “meaning, representation and identity”
(Corker 1998, p224). Corker pays, following Foucault, particular attention to the allied
concepts of power and discourse and how these serve to constitute ‘legitimate’
representations of disablement in different places at different times. This enables her to
deploy a critique of social model-informed traditions that, she argues, under-
acknowledge the role of discourse in the constitution of disability, and fail to
acknowledge the methodological opportunities that are awoken through a consideration

of disability in terms other than “methodological individualism” (Corker 1998, p222).

RESEARCHING DISABILITY

Three candidate trajectories for my research are therefore suggested. A first trajectory
might align itself with those methodologies offered by positivist science, specifically
medicine and related disciplines, where the subject of concern is the ‘impaired body’;
this trajectory is within the ‘disability studies’ community considered anachronistic,
although some artefacts remain in contemporary discussion. A second possible
trajectory might evolve from the materialist tradition of the social model and would
make use of methodologies that promote research as a deliberate political or
representational endeavour aimed at offering remedy to the ‘disabling barriers’ that
serve to constitute the experience of disability: this is the ‘emancipatory project’ for
disability research. A third trajectory, and perhaps one that is more difficult to locate,
might be understood to incorporate the methodological insights gained from readings of
other disciplines and philosophical traditions, specifically those associated with post-
structuralism. I now consider each of these possible trajectories, prior to outlining the

position I take within my research design.

The first trajectory was predominant until the later decades of the twentieth century and

was characterised by largely positivist, scientific enquiries into the nature and

9 Douglas’s theoretical stance is addressed in greater detail later in this thesis
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consequences of pathological impairment and, as such, might be aligned with the
individual or ‘medical’ model for disability. Disability research was seen to be
associated with the evaluation of social policy and as a “research domain for medical
sociology” (Shakespeare 2005, p139). However, by focusing on the individual
experience of disability and not the societal causes of disability these approaches to the
study of disability were argued to be at odds with those of the ‘political’ project of the
social model (Stone and Priestley 1996; Barnes 2003) and did little to ameliorate
discourses of charity, tragedy and ‘difference’. Concerns were also raised regarding the
continued relationship of ‘experts’ to their ‘disabled subjects’ (Hunt 1966; Stone and
Priestley 1996; Danieli and Woodhams 2005), and the effects such a presence might

have on the research produced.

Closely associated with the ‘first trajectory’ was the undertaking of research ‘about’
disability by ‘non-disabled’ researchers. This was also challenged as being reflective of
the ‘oppressive’ nature of societal relationships between those ‘with’ and those
‘without’ disabilities, and for some time the ‘status’ of non-disabled researchers within
disability research raised much debate (Stone and Priestley 1996; Drake 1997; Branfield
1998; Tregaskis 2000; Tregaskis and Goodley 2005; Danieli and Woodhams 2005).
These were highly contested (and sometimes personal) disputes, although more recent
contributions appear more sanguine (Barnes 2008). These debates, however, arguably
resonated with those experienced by subjugated groups elsewhere and served to

consolidate the emergence of an ‘emancipatory’ disability research agenda (Barnes

2002, 2003).

A second possible trajectory for enquiry might be one that would be in closer alignment
with the emancipatory ambitions of the social model for disability. Whilst the
emancipatory disability “paradigm” (Oliver 1992, p110) has its origins very early in the
‘disability movement’ (see Hunt 1966), the early 1990s saw firmer discussion and a
consolidation of its principles. Oliver (1992) unpacks the concerns of the disability
movement and social model theorists in respect of positivist and interpretive
methodologies; in response, what he suggests is an effective reversal or inversion of

traditional (empirical) research positionalities:

The issue then for the emancipatory research paradigm is not how to empower
people but, once people have decided to empower themselves, precisely what
research can then do to facilitate this process [...] Emancipatory research is not,
as is sometimes implied, to help the researched to understand themselves better,
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but to develop its own understanding of the lived experiences of these very
subjects. (Oliver 1992, p111)

The concept of ‘emancipatory disability research’ is distilled by Stone and Priestley
(Stone and Priestley 1996; Barnes 2002; Barnes 2003) into core principles ‘for’
emancipatory disability research which during the last decade found expression within
academic literature, in national policy, and empirical practice (Mercieca and Mercieca
2010; Sin and Fong 2010). The “adoption of a social model of disablement as the
epistemological basis for research production” (Stone and Priestley 1996, p706)
provides one such principle. However, the consideration of ‘epistemology’ inevitably
raises questions of representation regarding the subjects that are being represented ‘by’
such research, and the nature of the knowledge that is generated therein. This has been
subjected to considerable interpretation and has generated considerable conflict between
disability research commentators. Finkelstein summarises these conflicts, suggesting

that ‘individual’ considerations of the experiences of people with disabilities have

displaced the epistemological foundations of the social model as originally conceived:

[T]he radical social model of disability gave us the words to describe the way
society is constructed so that we become disabled. It was an outside-in approach
to our situation; words to describe our experiences of inequality [are] an inside-
out approach...Our society is built on a competitive market foundation and it is
this social system that disables us. (Finkelstein 2001, p3)

Research enquiry that exposes individual or group ‘discrimination’ is, therefore, not
necessarily discordant with the ‘social model’; however, if Finkelstein’s argument is
followed, it suggests a failure to address the wider cultural and social issues that make
‘thinkable’ and ‘permissible’ those practices that ultimately discriminate or
disadvantage at the individual level. Therefore, whether or not the social model
becomes the ‘epistemological basis for research production’ appears related to how the
researcher comprehends the social model and what it aims to ‘achieve’ both politically

and epistemologically.

Another principle of the emancipatory trajectory, “The willingness only to undertake
research where it will be of practical benefit to the self-empowerment of disabled
people and/or the removal of disabling barriers” (Stone and Priestley 1996, p706) might
also be understood to be problematic. Whilst disability research has witnessed a
movement away from ‘medical’ methodologies (Barnes 2008; Finkelstein 2001) this
arguably has not corresponded with a re-orientation of ‘control’ to people with

disabilities. Although some contemporary research serves to illustrate the intensive
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involvement of ‘disabled people’ in research (for example, Tregaskis and Goodley
2005), concern remains that such research remains conditioned by other discourses:
academia, charity or the imperatives of local or national law or policy (Sin and Fong
2010). Considering ‘practical benefit’ alone also locates (rightly, perhaps) the interest of
research at the foci of the ‘barriers’ problem,; that is, research should, if the
emancipatory prescription is followed, enable the explicit removal of such barriers.
Where the emancipatory approach is less clear is in respect of practices that are not
directly amenable to ‘removal’, for example cultural or linguistic practices (Corker
1998), and it appears difficult to isolate with precision the basis by which the practical

‘removal of barriers’ in such circumstances might be evaluated.

The principle to “adopt a plurality of methods for data collection and analysis in
response to the changing needs of disabled people” (Stone and Priestley 1996, p706) is
also a concern. Qualitative methodologies appear to be the dominant mode by which
emancipatory enquiry is undertaken due to their perceived sensitivity to matters of
representation, personal contribution and ‘voice’ (Barnes 2008). The domiﬁance of
qualitative research in this area is enhanced by the suspicion that larger-scale
quantitative enquiry will necessarily reflect the ‘oppressive’ discourses that prevail in
society (Barnes 2008). However, criticism has emerged regarding the conflation of
political and epistemic positions in relation to disability related research. These
criticisms imply that an unquestioning adherence to the tenets of ‘emancipatory’
research may itself be understood as a form of oppression, one that enables the
‘emancipatory agenda’ to become hegemonic and unchallengeable, reproduce the
‘power relationships’ it seeks to dissolve, and may serve to undermine research that is
of broader interest and scope (Mercieca and Mercieca 2010; Danieli and Woodhams
2005; Sin and Fong 2010).

It is in response to these critical responses that I select not to commit to a research
design that is closely aligned with the tenets of the ‘emancipatory disability’

“paradigm” (Oliver 1992, p110), as outlined above. However, in making this decision, I
also recognise that the ‘social’ or ‘emancipatory’ discourse on disability is one that has
entered into lay or popular discourse, and is proving to be influential in the development
of public policy (Sin and Fong 2010). However, following Corker (1998), Mercieca and
Mercieca (2010), Shakespeare (2009) and others, I question its role as being the

principal theoretical position through which disability-related knowledge might be
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elucidated. As such, in the following chapters I consider alternative theoretical
frameworks, those of Michel Foucault and Mary Douglas, and discuss the contribution
their theses may make to a study that is concerned with disability. However, in respect
of what I have already considered in this chapter, I conclude by outlining some

implications for research design.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

First, the historical constitution of the disabled ‘subject’ reminds me that the categories
of ‘disability’ and ‘impairment’ are inherently uncertain and subject to transformation
over time. They are, arguably, produced by and through the ‘discourses’ that prevail at
the time of their emergence: the emergence of recognisable economic and occupational
relationships and the disciplining effects of (in particular) the medical profession serve
to illustrate how the categorisation of disability or impairment has occurred in the
modern period. This brings to my research a consideration of how ‘disability’ is
constituted discursively in the present, and invites in particular an exploration of how
language-use around disability is symptomatic of, and has contributed to, a change in

‘disability’ knowledge, power and practice (Grue 2009).

Second, Darke’s comments on the ‘thin’ application of an inclusive or emancipatory
veneer (Darke 2004) raises questions regarding how ‘emancipatory principles’ héve
been incorporated (or not) into the ‘wider culture’ of both disabled and non-disabled
persons alike. Although evidence appears to be emerging that although emancipatory
‘gestures’ within wider social research, policy and practice have been instrumental in
promoting social and cultural changes that are beneficial to people with disabilities
(Barnes 2008) there persists an anxiety that ‘tick box’ (Sin and Fong 2010) responses to
the challenges offered by emancipation for disabled people have become incorporated
into the bureaucracies that have emerged to support these efforts. The nature of this

bureaucratisation therefore perhaps deserves further scrutiny.

Third, the location of the ‘non disabled’ researcher in the progress of ‘emancipatory’
disability research has been problematised (Drake 1997; Branfield 1998; Tregaskis
2000; Tregaskis and Goodley 2005; Danieli and Woodhams 2005). Although more
recent texts suggest that the disharmony present during earlier debates on this issue have
been somewhat ameliorated (Barnes 2008), questions as to the location of the ‘non
disabled’ research in disability-related enquiry remain unresolved. Although my

research is not specifically located at ‘lives and experiences’ of disabled people and the
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experiences of discrimination that they may or may not experience, the debates
regarding the credibility of a ‘non-disabled’ researcher undertaking enquiry that might

indirectly affect disabled persons serve to problematize my ‘location’ in the research.

Fourth, and related to the above concern, is the question of ‘practical benefit’ in relation
to disability-related research. What constitutes ‘practical’ advantage in such
circumstances remains uncertain. Whilst earlier commentary on the emancipatory
‘project’ for disability research suggests that such enquiry may be directed specifically
towards the amelioration of ‘disabling barriers’, including those that are
methodological, the unquestioning adherence to a specific model ‘for’ disability-related
research has come under more recent criticism (Mercieca and Mercieca 2010). For this
research, my intention will not necessarily be to identify specific material and attitudinal
barriers as they might be perceived to exist. However, my research might invite

discussion and theorising on how such barriers might be elucidated methodologically.

Last, the binary division between individual (medical) and social conceptions of
disability and impairment form a principal axis around which criticism of social or
emancipatory disability research has occurred. Debates persist about ‘whom’ the social
model can (or should) represent, with the location of ‘variable’ or “liminal” (Turner
1979, p465) disabilities or impairments (such as those associated with mental-
wellbeing) particularly problematic,20 and evidence of a discourse within ostensibly
emancipatory discourses on disability that, paradoxically, have served to exclude or
under-represent certain impairment groups or ‘categories’. Whilst not focusing on the
ontological status of these impairment groups or categories, my research offers the

opportunity to elucidate how university administrators resolve these categorical issues.

20 Victor Turner defines the state or experience of ‘liminality’ as “‘being-on-a-
threshold’...betwixt-and-between the normal” (Turner 1979, p465).
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CHAPTER 4: DOUGLAS: PURITY AND DANGER

CHAPTER SUMMARY

Within this chapter I consider the structuralist approach of Mary Douglas and discuss
how it might find expression within an enquiry that is (partly) concerned with disability.
I first locate Douglas theoretically, and identify some basic challenges inherent in the
structuralist approach as it might be applied to anthropology. Douglas’s primary thesis
is then introduced, and application made to disability in respect of its perceived
anomalous or marginal location within a specific social context. I then identify
departure points for research design. I find that Douglas is of utility to my research
design, albeit with some caveats that necessitate consideration of a further frame of

reference (Foucauldian post-structuralism).

INTRODUCTION

My ‘anthropological imperative’ is not one of studying ‘the disabled person’; rather, my
research considers how individuals and groups become categorised as such in a specific
context, and how one group of staff (university administrators) are located in respect of
this. Both of these contexts might be considered to be characterised by binary
oppositions. For disability, categorical oppositions such as ‘disabled or non-disabled’,
‘included-excluded’, ‘individual-social’ characterise many of the discussions that arise.
For the administrators, too, such oppositions can be described: ‘academic-
administrator’, ‘junior-senior’, ‘student-consumer’ are some that might be encountered.
These binary oppositions invite a consideration of structuralism and, particularly in
respect of disability, how marginal or anomalous categories are socially apprehended,

incorporated or rejected.

My primary source in this chapter is Mary Douglas, and her early thesis, Purity and
Danger (first published in 1966). Douglas’s thesis describes how distinctions are made
between what is understood to be ‘pure’ and what is understood to be ‘dangerous’ in
specific social contexts. This invites application to a contemporary context where the
categorisation and ‘ritual’ regulation of disabled/non-disabled people appears prevalent,
and where the ‘response’ to disability by a specific group, the administrators, is of
interest. In this chapter, I first outline the structuralist context with which Douglas is
usually identified, and outline some difficulties of this position in relation to

anthropological research. I then consider in detail Douglas’s primary thesis as outlined
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in Purity and Danger and discuss its application to disability. Following this, I consider
Douglas’s five modes for ‘purification’, again attempting to establish linkages with a
contemporary university and its disability contexts. In conclusion, I discuss some
implications for research design, and make tentative links to the subsequent chapter on

post-structuralism.

STRUCTURALISM

Mary Douglas is usually identified with the tradition of structuralist anthropology, and
in particular the work of Claude Lévi-Strauss (Turner 2006; Barry 2002). Lévi-Strauss,
in turn, is seen to be influenced by Saussure through the formers “appropriation” of
Saussure’s linguistic theory (Hall 1980, p64) for his conception of ‘structuralist
anthropology’ (Baert and Carreira da Silva 2010). Following Saussure, four basic

premises for structuralism that find expression in social research can be ascertained.

First, the relationship between signs and what they signify is central to the structuralist
account of culture. Saussure’s linguistic theory maintained that the ‘meanings’ attached
to words are arbitrary, that is they are chance occurrences and as such, there is no direct,
explicable connection between the word (the signifier) and the meaning that it suggests
(or signifies), whatever this is understood to be. ‘Word’ in this sense does not
necessarily only refer to the ‘spoken’ word or utterance; words can be ‘signs’, but “also
whatever else that, on being heard, or seen or touched or tasted, ‘makes sense’”

(Faubion 2007, p42).

Second, these signs can only ‘make sense’ only as part of a (larger, social) system and,
within structuralist thought, culture provides the organising context in which the
(required) categories and frameworks articulate meaning (Hall 1980). Therefore,
structuralism recognises that which is ‘signifying’ or ‘non-signifying’, or that which is
“culture” or “not culture” (Hall 1980, p65), and it is the ‘arrangement’ and the
“articulation of parts” (Hall 1980, p65) that are privileged. It therefore follows that
structuralism rejects phenomenological thought (that the ‘objective’ world is constituted
by human ‘subjectivity’). Rather, human subjectivity is the effect of structural systems.
In effect, structuralism, by way of language, has a “decentring” effect upon the human
(speaking) subject and their experiences (Hall 1980, p69). As human ‘experience’ is
therefore no longer privileged, for structuralism it belongs “to the world of

manifestations and appearances [...] an effect of structure” (Van Loon 2007, p275).
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Third, the meaning of the social world is constituted ‘through language’; put another
way, Saussure’s structuralism implies that language does not simply describe the
(social) world; rather, the social world is ascribed through the forms, structures and
relationships of language. Language, understood as such, overlooks ‘reality’ in favour
of social meanings (Crotty 1998; Turner 2006; Barry 2002). These relationships are
necessarily mutual: ‘roughness’ can only have meaning when contrasted with
‘smoothness’, for example (Jenkins 2003; Turner 2006; Filmer et al 2004).
Structuralism therefore finds that that the cultural world, its ‘meaning’, is constituted

through language, whereby:

[The] elements of a culture, as we experience them, are the surface patterns or
manifestations of underlying structures at a deeper level. Because culture is
based on deep structures the rules that order it may be only part of the
unconscious of its members. Cultural symbols and representations are the
surface structure and acquire the appearance of ‘reality’ (Filmer et al 2004, p41)

Last, Saussure’s structuralism privileges a synchronic, or ‘in the moment’, consideration
of language (in contrast to the diachronic, or ‘historical’ view). That is, language exists
(only) in the present and is configured around the mutual relationship between words;
this notion finds its clearest expression in the notion of binary oppositions or differences
between words, for example ‘male-female’, ‘smooth-rough’, ‘straight-curved’, indeed,
‘able-impaired’. It follows, therefore, that for structuralism the accent is upon, as
Douglas and Isherwood note, “social processes in knowledge” (Douglas and Isherwood
1996, p42), rather than ‘social processes in time’; hence, structuralism does not attend

directly to concepts such as ‘social change’ or ‘social action’ (Jenkins 2003; Filmer et al
2004). Rather, culture is constituted through language and ‘deep’ linguistic structures
that are “hidden behind the mask of everyday life” (Jenkins 2003, p31).

As applied to anthropological research, structuralism has been understood by some to be
problematic. I outline several principal issues of concern here prior to my more detailed
discussion of Mary Douglas’s thesis in Purity and Danger (Douglas 2002). These points
are then further addressed at the conclusion of this chapter where departure points for

the following chapter, and subsequently my research design, are outlined.

Principally, structuralism deprecates historical time. By necessarily ‘isolating the
moment’ (that is, structuralism is synchronic), structuralism might appear to make
problematic the performance of social research that both considers time as an ‘axis’ of

analysis (for example, the consideration of contingent, historical conditions) and, as a
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consequence, might appear to reject methodologies that appear reliant on time for their

elaboration (Fabian 1991), for example ethnography (considered later in this thesis).

Second, structuralism might appear to favour the ‘centre’ of social life, its primary
categories, their relationships and their concordances. In doing this, structuralist
approaches might be understood to overlook theb‘margins’ of the social world and the
possibility of ‘contested categories’ therein (Kilduff and Corley 2000). This has
implications for social research that is principally concerned with subjects or groups
considered to be disenfranchised, outcast or misunderstood, for example those with

disabilities.

Third, human action or agency is not accounted for in structuralism as it might be
understood. That is, there appears to be little place for individuals, their thoughts,
affectations and experience within a social theory that resides ‘above the subject’ and
that renders the individual subject as merely ‘responding to’ the social world, rather
than actively constituting it. It follows from this critique that structuralism would appear
to reject methodologies that favour unique ‘interpretations’ of the social world in favour

of its ‘invisible’ organising structures (Kilduff and Corley 2000).

PURITY AND DANGER

Purity and Danger: an analysis of concepts of pollution and taboo (Douglas 2002) is
Mary Douglas’s first major text, following the earlier publications of her
anthropological monographs Peoples of the Lake Nyasa Region (1950) and The Lele of
the Kasai in 1963, both accounts of her African fieldwork. Following the publication of
Purity and Danger, her later works include her seminal ‘grid and group’ contribution to
cultural theory (Natural symbols, 1970) and her collection of organisational texts, How
Institutions Think (1987). Prior to discussing the central thesis of her early work and its
contribution here, I find that Douglas’s definition of culture in Purity and Danger

provides a useful departure point:

Culture, in the sense of public, standardised values of a community, mediates the
experience of individuals. It provides in advance some basic categories, a
positive pattern in which ideas and values are tidily ordered. And above all, it
has authority, since each is induced to assent because of the assent of others. But
its public character makes its categories more rigid. A private person may revise
his patterns of assumptions or not. It is a private matter. But cultural categories
are public matters. They cannot easily be subject to revision. (Douglas 2002,
p48)
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This statement necessarily requires unpacking. First, Douglas’s commitment to
structuralism appears clear at this point. Although the individual has an entitlement to
revise his or her relationship with the culture in which they are located and the values
therein, it is the culture that impresses upon all its members a collective sense of order.
Second, culture is understood to provide social categories in advance of their
expression: these categories provide the organising principles for cultural expression.
Again, a structuralist tenor is apparent in her description: these categories are
configured (patterned) in relation to one another; they are taken to be affirmative and
prescriptive, and the public apprehension (if not deeper consciousness) of the taken-for-
granted nature of these categories flanks their passive reception. Third, and perhaps of
most significant to my thesis, culture incorporates ‘positive’ patterns, that is, culture is
performed within systems of knowledge; these systems of knowledge are socially-
constituted, and the defining categories therein serve to impress a social ‘reality’ onto

their subjects.

Douglas’s thesis in Purity and Danger is two-fold. Her central thesis, and one that she
later felt had been overlooked by some, is that “social life makes categories” (Interview
of Anthropologist Mary Douglas, MacFarlane 2006); that is, cultural categories are not
‘natural’ or pre-ordained ‘outside’ humanity; rather, they are abstracted from the social
world, and they configure the ‘possibilities’ of thought and practice in these contexts.
Her secondary thesis, and that which is more commonly privileged in descriptions of
her work, is concerned with the study of taboos, purity ‘beliefs’, and the cultural control
of ambiguity (Douglas 2002). For Douglas, the taboo illustrates the taken-for-granted
concordance of the community; it also articulates a matrix of signs that serve to mark

the edges of its belief system:

Taboos depend upon a form of community-wide complicity. A community
would not survive if its members were not committed to it; their concern shows
in oblique warnings not to undermine its values [...] Taboo is a spontaneous
coding practice that sets up a vocabulary of spatial limits and physical and
verbal signs to hedge around vulnerable relations. It threatens specific dangers if
the code is not respected. (Douglas 2002, pxii-xiii)
At the heart of Douglas’s cultural categories within Purity and Danger is the dyad
‘order-disorder’, which finds expression in other relational categories: “being to non-
being, form to formlessness, life to death” (Douglas 2002, p7). These relationships form
the basis of a cultural analysis that Douglas aimed, in part, towards the comparative
study of religion, and for which I will attempt later in this chapter to appropriate a
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secular application to the outwardly ‘taken-for-granted’ categories of impairment and
disability. First, however, her order-disorder system requires discussion and for this

Douglas’s notion of ‘dirt’ requires further discussion.

The notion of ‘dirt’ is used by Douglas acts as a allegory for all that is rejected by an
ordered cultural system; considered another way, the presence of dirt or pollution can
only be meaningful in a cultural system that has rejected, or cannot account for, its
presence. This, suggests Garland-Thomson, is a dominant mode for ‘Western thought’,

a value system for which dirt represents:

[A]n anomaly, a discordant element rejected from the schema that individuals
and societies use in order to construct a stable, recognisable, and predictable
world (Garland-Thomson 1997, p33)

Dirt is not, however, ‘essential’ or ever-present; that is, the understanding of what is
‘dirt’ is dependent on the historical, cultural and spatial context in which it occurs, and
how its placement in that context coheres or disrupts existing ordering system:
Douglas’s example, “Shoes are not dirty in themselves, but it is dirty to place them on
the dining table” (Douglas 2002, p44) illustrates her point clearly. It is therefore the

relative positioning and organisation of such symbols within a culture that is important.

In using the term ‘dirt’, Douglas also contextualises the current understanding of this
concept. To the contemporary person, the response to ‘dirt’ is made comprehensible,
indeed ‘knowable’, mainly through the orders of pathogenic (germ) science. This order,
or configuration of knowledge, is persuasive in the present, and serves to configure and
‘explain’ that which is understood to be commonsensical. Hence ‘washing hands’ prior
to the consumption of food is an expected behaviour; that it might be reasoned in the
present in terms that are pathological (explained as a concern for germs or infection)
does not explain why, in the pre-scientific era, the washing of hands was still
customary.?' Hence, what is understood to be “dirt’ is not only ordered by the place in

which it is located, but also by its prevailing systems of knowledge:

If we can abstract pathogenicity and hygiene from our notion of dirt, we are left
with the old definition of dirt as matter out of place. This is a very suggestive
approach. It implies two conditions: a set of ordered relations and a
contravention of that order...Where there is dirt there is a system. Dirt is the by-
product of a systematic ordering and classification of matter, in so far as
ordering involved rejecting inappropriate elements. (Douglas 2002, p44)

2l See Whittock (2009, p112-115) for a brief account of pre-scientific hygiene practices.
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To place, or discover, dirt in a place where it is not expected or desired presents a threat.
At this point, dirt is transformed into a pollution or ‘danger’, and its transgression is
marked by the crossing of a boundary, hence “matter out of place” (above). This belief
constitutes part of the total ‘meaning system’ that operates in the culture, and
transgressions are accorded the status of ‘taboo’. Douglas’s notion of purity, rather than
acting as a hard differentiator of ‘normal’ and ‘other’, acts as an ordering concept that is
necessary for the construction of the cultural symbols of everyday life. A ‘pressure to
order’ arises from the presence of difference, deviation and disruption: these are
necessary requirements within any systemised concept of culture. In enacting a response
to a pollution threat, a boundary is opened up between that which is ‘pure’ (classifiable)
and that which is impure and a threat (unclassifiable). The rituals that are enacted in
response to pollution threats are not simple acts of ‘removal’; rather, they can be

understood as an attempt to restore order:

In chasing dirt, in papering, decorating, tidying we are not governed by anxiety
to escape disease, but are positively re-ordering our environment, making it to
conform to an idea [and] create unity in experience. (Douglas 2002, p3).

Using my previous example, for example: the unwashed hand is not by itself a
pollutant, but its presence at the dining table is. The conjunction of unclean hands and
(pure) food creates a disruption, a space in which rituals, or ‘boundary activities’ (the
washing of hands, the presentation of a neat dinner service), are enacted, serving to
restore order and in doing so, “relate form to function” (Douglas 2002, p3). The
identification of these rituals enables the researcher to characterise more readily the
categories and boundaries that constitute the social space where cultural life is

performed: a methodological departure point that is returned to later in this chapter.

For Douglas, power is distributed at the points of anomaly in any system. The boundary
between ‘pure’ and ‘dangerous’ represents a transitional space in which ambiguity
(uncertainty) and anomaly (difference) are negotiated by ritual; this is a place of

marginality which in itself is considered a place of danger:

These are people who are somehow left out in the patterning of society, who are
placeless [...] Danger lies in transitional states, simply because transition is
neither one state nor the next, it is undefinable. The person who must pass from
one to another is himself in danger and emanates danger to others. The danger is
controlled by ritual which precisely separates him from his old status, segregates
him for a time and then publically declares his entry to his new status. (Douglas
2002, p118-120)
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Douglas reflects on how the notion of ‘marginality’ is explicable in cultural terms. To
be marginal is to lack the regular systemizations that render an object familiar and
‘knowable’ within a specific cultural setting. Using the example of the unborn child,
Douglas outlines how the object of the foetus — sexless, invisible and of uncertain
capacity to live — is presented as vulnerable, a danger, a threat to continuity and order.
Menstruation and miscarriage are handled similarly, as are the initiation ceremonies of
the adolescent boy: as exemplars of marginality or incompleteness, they defy order and
thus constitute a threat, a danger that invites the application of ritual. During this period
the person is “temporarily outcast” (Douglas 2002, p120) from the community; ritual
serves to ‘make them safe’ for their subsequent reincorporation. This constitutes another

methodological departure point that is returned to later in this chapter.

A present-day illustration may be useful at this point.*? The visitor to a hospital
represents an anomaly: they are neither ‘inside’ nor ‘outside’, and nor are they patient or
nurse, and they constitute a threat to the “well articulated” (Douglas 2002, p124)
authority (power) that operates in the hospital environment. Their entry into the hospital
space, their transformation into a ‘true’ or legitimate visitor, is subject to ritual
purification. Entrances and exits are dressed with basins and signage requiring the
visitor to wash their hands; lotions are provided (‘alcohol hand rub’); areas marked
(‘please do not sit on the beds’), punitive penalties for transgression communicated
(‘you will be asked to leave’) and temporal limits assigned (‘visiting time’). This
reflects the ordering of the hospital staff: finger rings are removed, hair tied, shirtsleeves
are rolled or shortened, shift-working is operated and a symbol of hygienic compliance

is worn, the tiny bottle of sanitizing hand solution displayed upon the belt or pocket.

The notion of ‘pollution’ finds clear expression in the above example: in the present, the
association of a (pathological) explanation of ‘hygiene’ with a cultﬁral notion of
pollution might have arisen through a “happenstance of language” (Douglas 1994a, p4);
that is, the biomedical reasoning of a particular threat or risk is organised by an order
somewhat removed from that belonging to a study of culture. In the example above, the
idea of the contaminated workplace is rendered meaningful through a particular set of
understandings or, a “dominant form of explanation” (Douglas 1994a, p5). A wholly
‘cultural’ explanation of the response to the threat of contamination might appear

irrelevant and meaningless to hospital community; it is, after all, a ‘threat’ that can only

22 personal observation, 2010.
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be understood and meaningfully mitigated through actions that make sense within a
particular discursive frame, that of the scientific world and the theories of pathological

contagion.

DISABILITY AS ‘MATTER OUT OF PLACE’

Douglas’s conception of purity-danger and symbolic responses to ambiguity and
marginality can be brought to bear more specifically on a study of both disability and
the University context. Although Douglas herself never considered disability as a
discrete ‘analytic concept’, inference may be made to this area of study. Garland-
Thompson (1997) acknowledges this, noting that whilst Douglas does not identify
‘disability’ directly, she does consider the cultural signification of objects and actions
that may be related to a contemporary understanding of disablement, for example her
discussions around bodily anomaly (Douglas 2002) certainly address the ritual response
to a body that is disruptive to ideas of normalcy in particular contexts. The
contemporary category of ‘disability’ might be understood as a risk, a subject for
‘blame’, and a ‘danger’ to the community. This ‘danger’ derives its authority from a
particular configuration of knowledge and rhetorical resources that explain disability in

a manner that suggests that a threat exists to communality, cohesion and cultural order.

Holmgqvist (2009) examines the association between ‘dirty work’ and disability in his
ethnographic study. He finds that being offered ‘dirty work’ to undertake enables
problematic social concerns, like disability, to be addressed. Holmgqvist links this
directly to the work of Douglas (2002), finding that the apparently ‘objective’ category
of ‘disability’ is being constituted through an organising “mechanism” (Holmqvist
2009, p871) that serves to intervene at the boundary between pure and impure, disabled

and non-disabled. Therefore:

By performing dirty work people tend to reproduce social norms and ideas about
dirty people. By doing dirty work there is the potential that they become dirty
through physical, social and moral pollution. (Holmqvist 2009, p872)

Contradicting ‘principled’ ideological positions on participatory or emancipatory
disability, his study finds that the ‘enabling policies’ of the (Northern European)
organisations with whom he was concerned, and their ‘special’ or ‘inclusionary’
practices served to “construct disability” (Holmqvist 2009, p879) in a manner that,
paradoxically, reinforced its marginal position as social ‘pollution’. For my study, this

suggests that exploration of liminal or boundary categories might provide further insight
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into how an organisation (re)constitutes certain disability categories in the context of

public or enounced discourses on emancipation or inclusion.

Rogers (2009) examines, in a compelling auto-ethnographic account, her experiences in
providing support to her learning disabled daughter as she encounters issues of intimacy
and relationships in her teen-aged years. Her analysis draws upon the characterisation of
the ‘disabled body’ as ‘dirty’ and ‘uncivilised’, and she notes the influence of both
Douglas (2002) and Shakespeare (1994) in respect of this formulation. She observes
how, whilst the disabled body is “intellectually impaired...spasmodic...feared” (Rogers
2009, p285) these categories of pure/dirty and safe/unsafe are in constant negotiation
with participatory and emancipatory discourses, narratives on ‘letting go’ and
independence that are subject to contemporary “legal, political and social discourse”
(Rogers 2009, p285), some of which operate against normative discourses on disability
and independence. For my study, this illustrates how disability is ‘enacted’ at cultural
boundaries (for her, child/adult, inactive/active, dependent/independent) and how these

enactments are regulated by other discourses (the law, the professions).

Battles and Manderson (2008) discuss the normalization of the disabled body, with
particular reference to debates that have arisen regarding what has become referred to
(in the United States) as the ‘Ashley Treatment’. This relates to the experience of a
physically impaired child and the decision of her parents to invite a high level of
medical (surgical) intervention for their child with the aim of minimising her later
physical development. For Battles and Manderson, this ‘case’ allegorises the location of
the disabled body as that which is ‘normal’ or ‘not normal’ and, significantly, the nature

of the medical intervention that was introduced:

[Her treatment] refers to a constellation of medical procedures that Ashley
underwent, including appendectomy, hysterectomy, breast bud removal, and,
most controversially, growth attenuation, which was performed with the
expressed intentions of improving her quality of life and preventing future
medical problems. (Battles and Manderson 2008, p220)

Battles and Manderson explore the apparent contradictions of this case. The child,
‘Ashley’, is understood to “disrupt normal systems of classification”, and that her
intensive medical treatment “crosses the boundary between normal and abnormal”
(Battles and Manderson 2008, p222-3). Her experience therefore represents a paradox:
rather than normalizing her (impaired) body, the ‘expected’ aim for medical treatment,

her “liminality is made more monstrous [and her] grotesque body produced through
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technology to suit others” (Battle and Manderson 2008, p223). They point to further
ethnographic enquiry, questioning the dominance of social (emancipatory) models for
research that might prove inadequate in addressing such contradictory disciplinary
responses. More pertinent to my research, however, is their assertion that this case is
about ‘more’ than the disabled subject: rather, it concerns the role of (medical,
professional) disciplines and methodological issues that are raised at the social
‘junction’ between normality and ‘abnormality’, and invites a discussion of power and

discourse, something that I attend to in the following chapter.

The above examples serve to illustrate how a lack of classification may invite a ritual
response. Anomalies, ‘failed categorisations’ and ‘disruptions’ such as these are seen by
Douglas to be loci of power: subjects marginal to ‘mainstream’ culture offer dangers to
their hosts, and dangers are ameliorated through separation and ritual that legitimises
their position at the margins of social life. Douglas, in applying her theory to “secular,
not ritual context[s]” (Douglas 2002, p121), draws on examples from criminal

rehabilitation and mental health to illustrate her position:

To have been in the margins is to have been in contact with danger, to have been
a source of power. It is consistent with the ideas about form and formlessness to
treat initiands coming out of seclusion as if they were themselves charged with
power, hot, dangerous, requiring insulation and a time for cooling down...A man
who has spent any time ‘inside’ is put permanently ‘outside’ the ordinary social
system. With no right of aggregation which can definitively assign him to a new
position he remains in the margins... The same goes for persons who have
entered institutions for the treatment of mental disease. So long as they stay at
home their particular behaviour is accepted. Once they have been formally
classified as abnormal, the very same behaviour is counted intolerable. (Douglas
2002, p120)
For example, the identification of Myalgic Encephalomyelitis (ME) as a distinct medical
or impairment ‘category’ only occurred following lengthy debate and considerable
unease regarding its status from both within and outside the medical and scientific
disciplines (Ong et al 2005). Its ambiguous location was represented symbolically (by
professional suspicion, pejorative media representation, and an absence of statutory
supports); its successful transition and incorporation into legitimate medical, legal and
bureaucratic discourse and practice was marked by the publication of evidence gathered
through scientific enquiry. Other experiences (and I am reminded here particularly of
mental health impairments or disabilities) defy stable and unequivocal categorisation in
some contexts, and hence invite ‘pollution’ behaviours such as public rejection or loss

of work, whilst they are accepted in others: illustrating, if it was necessary to do so, that
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the legitimacy or otherwise of impairment categories is not wholly dependent on
scientific rationality, but also on local culture, custom and perhaps more contestable,

‘political’ matters of representation.

In contrast, in the contemporary context, certain disabilities might not be understood to
represent ‘pollution’ in this sense at all; this recalls Douglas’s notion that what is
‘unclean’ can only be understood in relation to the context in which it is located (see
earlier). Some classifications, although (medical, individual) impairments, might be
understood to unambiguously cohere with specific material and symbolic schemes that
relate to specific disciplinary requirements. Hence a specific disability, when considered
in the context of a particular legal, medical or pedagogic definition, will ‘legitimately’

be held as such, and not be outcast from a classification scheme.

For example, the experience of ‘total’ visual impairment or ‘blindness’ is, in the present
time, explicable and recognisable within all three of the above disciplines: it is likely to
be explained medically, its pedagogic consequences are perhaps commonsensical, and
its legal status as such appears certain. Therefore, although to be ‘without sight’ may be
readily understood as a ‘deficit’ with significant consequences for the individual, it does
not “contradict cherished classifications” (Douglas 2002, p45). Blindness can therefore
be understood to constitute a ‘legitimate’ category within the (contemporary Western)

notion of disablement or impairment.

PURIFICATION NARRATIVES

As the above illustrations suggest, Douglas’s thesis has found expression for those
wishing to depart from both individual (medical) and emancipatory or ‘political’ (social
model) conceptions of impairment and disablement. If Douglas is followed, the disabled
subject can be understood to be a “receptor of social meanings” (Edwards and Imrie
2003, p241), and the liminality, ambiguity or “blurred boundaries” (Turner 1979; Pinder
1997, p278) that are represented by the disabled subject are understood to be the
consequence of their ‘failure to fit’ within the systematic orders, “purity codes”

(Martone 2008, p231) and classification schemes of a given society (Susman 1994).

To view disability as a transgression, a disturbance in order, then Douglas’s theoretical
position might be seen to provide a useful theoretical departure point from which to
consider the ethnographic capture of disability symbol and practice. However, there are

issues of representational ‘politics’ here: certainly, the representation of disability as
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‘transgression’ is, at best, an anachronism and, at worst, considered as a pejorative in
the present. Positioning disability concepts as a ‘disruption’ to notions of ‘normality’
also may be seen to recall an individualising or medical ordering of disability. However,
to suggest disorder as being somehow ‘necessary’, a prerequisite to understanding

social order, then perhaps there is utility.

The individual or medical model ‘explains’ disablement in terms of impairment, or
deviation from biomedical norms. The social model, by contrast, locates the experience
of disablement firmly in the social world; it represents conflict. Tom Shakespeare

considers the relevance of Douglas in respect of this:

What is being suggested here is not a dichotomous, conflictual situation, but a
comparison between the dominant, normal, ordered structure, and that which
disturbs or conflicts with it. For there to be normality, it is necessary for there to
be an abnormality (Shakespeare 1994, p294)

Disability is, therefore, the inevitable consequence of an ordered social system. In order
to maintain its (internal) order, a social system must, if Douglas (2002) is followed,
have a way of comprehending and (ritually) dealing with the ‘threat’ to its internal order

that is offered by the (ambiguous, anomalous) disabled person:

[Douglas’s] speculations suggest that disability is the systematic social
interpretation of some bodies as abnormal, rather than any actual physical
features. Douglas acknowledges that culture mediates all individual experience,
imposing systems of perception that are not easily revised. She notes further that
all societies must come to terms with the anomalies that their schemata produce.
Because cultures do not tolerate such affronts to their communal narratives of
order, what emerges from a given cultural context as irremediable anomaly
translates not as neutral difference, but as pollution, taboo, contagion. (Garland-
Thomson 1997, p34)

Douglas (2002) suggests that a range of responses, what might be described as
‘purification narratives’, may be enacted by a society in order to contain and ameliorate
the threat that those who are ‘different’ present, namely the reduction of ambiguity, the
physical control of the anomalous, their avoidance, their labelling (Shakespeare 1994;
Garland-Thomson 1997), or, as a contrast, their potential to “enrich meaning” (Douglas
2002, p48-50. I now consider each of these in respect of disability and my present

enquiry.

Douglas’s first response relates to the effort of a group to definitively categorise its

members. Doing so, relocating the anomalous or “‘different’ into an ‘available’ category,
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provides a salve for the ‘danger’ that their ‘difference’ offers to the community. In order
to achieve this, the ‘system’ may necessarily isolate one feature of the individual (a
specific, identifiable impairment) in order to provide a single, unequivocal
categorisation that will ‘overcome’ the ambiguities perceived. For example, the able-
bodied individual with hearing loss will still be assigned the (general) category
‘disabled’ despite the presence of a single impairment and full capacity in all other
respects. This represents a pressure to order, a “cultural imperative” that is so profound
that disordering subjects who “defy categorisation [are likely to] elicit anxiety, hostility

or pity and are also rigorously policed” (Garland-Thomson 1997, p34).

In the university context, the Disability Discrimination Act (Great Britain 1995, 2005)*
can be understood to represent a (legal) effort to reduce ambiguity. The imperative of
the legislation may be read to be the reduction of ambiguity through the assigning to
one of two categories, disabled or non-disabled. There is no scope for a person to be ‘in-
between’ these two categories: an individual is either a subject of the legislation, or they
are not. Once a category can be assigned to an individual, the ‘threat’ that they offer is
ameliorated. That there is a ‘pressure’ to unequivocally order individuals in this way is
illustrated by the progression of the law in this respect. The first iteration of the
Disability Discrimination Act in 1995 did not make ‘certain’ the categories of mental
health, cancer and HIV/AIDS. This was later resolved (in the 2005 legislation), thus

reducing the likelihood that an anomaly might be understood as such.

Douglas’s second response she describes as “physical control”, or the total removal or
exclusion anomalies that “contract [the] definition[s]” (Douglas 2002, p49) established
within the social system. Both Garland-Thomson (1997) and Shakespeare (1994) relate
this to the 19" century scientific eugenics movement, the Nazi exterminations and,
perhaps more controversially, to contemporary debates regarding reproductive

technologies that aim to remove the possibility of a “defective” foetus:

Eliminating disabled people as discordant social elements is the logical
extension of an ideology that esteems national and individual progress towards
self-reliance, self-management, and self-sufficiency. (Garland-Thomson 1997,
p35)

23 Since the completion of my fieldwork, the Equality Act (Great Britain 2010) has been
enacted; this replaces the earlier disability discrimination legislation.
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In the University, the notion of “physical control” might not be so darkly applied, but
may well find expression in relation to disabled people. The social system of the
University (necessarily) establishes categories that establish clearly its memberships,
although locating specific examples of categorical exclusions is perhaps more
troublesome. Some of these are perhaps self-evident: to lack the skills for independent
learning, for example, would necessarily preclude membership of the University
community. Others possible exclusions are located within specific disciplinary or

- professional contexts. For example, the inclusion or exclusion of students with specific
learning-related difficulties (for example dyslexia) or mental health problems from
University-level training in selected occupational groups, for example healthcare, is of

continuing debate (Tee et al 2010).

Douglas’s third response is the avoidance of anomalous “things” (Douglas 2002, p49).
Douglas argues that the act of ‘avoidance’ in itself serves to reinforce the social
categories that are at risk of compromise. Once more, both Garland-Thomson (1997)
and Shakespeare (1994) read this differently as applied to disablement. For both, the
avoidance of anomalous ‘things’ is understood to represent the systemised segregation
of the disabled from those who are not categorised as such: the establishment of specific
institutions, for example, might allow specific categories of person to be effectively

avoided by the larger population.

Garland-Thomson (1997) does note, however, that segregation might inspire collegiality
and the emergence of change agents. Indeed, in the United Kingdom, the important
contribution to the ‘disability movement’ of a (relatively) small number of activists
operating from an institutional context has been recognised (Evans 2002). Clifford
Geertz offers a different illustration. Writing about the (East African) Pokot people, he
notes that whilst the birth of an intersexed (both male and female physical
characteristics) child is viewed as an anomaly that offers little to a culture rooted in the
value of “cattle, wives and children” (Geertz 1993, p84), the same child will experience
economic advantage as they do not, for example, perform the resource-intensive roles of
child-rearing. Yet, despite their apparent economic wealth, they have no other
meaningful place in the cultural order. Avoidance in this sense affords their ‘difference’

with particular material advantages, although they still remain ‘outside’ the social order.

In the University context, the avoidance of anomaly is perhaps exemplified through the
division of staff or student support services for persons with disabilities. The avoidance
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of anomaly in this case may involve the establishment of (notionally) segregated
‘spaces’ for those with disabilities (a learning support centre, for instance). The
provision of ‘disability-specific’ policies might also invite such an interpretation, with
disabled staff or students offered an ‘equivalent’ but nonetheless ‘different’
configuration of texts and systems that serve to regulate their University experiences in
parallel to those for the ‘non-disabled’ (Palmer 2003). Like Geertz’s Pokot people, these
avoidance responses confer on their subjects separation, although, of course, whether
this constitutes an ‘advantage’ to the disabled student or staff member is perhaps a moot

point.

For her fourth response, Douglas finds that the anomalous may be labelled as
‘dangerous’. This is provided with two elaborations. The association of the anomalous
might be responded to with “laughter, revulsion and shock” (Douglas 2002, p46), the
synonymising of disability with cultural signifiers such the “freakshow [or] the court
jester” (Shakespeare 1994, p295) or as subjects for comedy (Shakespeare 1999;
Albrecht 1999; Stronach and Allan 1999; Robillard 1999). Such responses are
embedded deeply in literary culture: William Shakespeare’s characterisation of Richard
111 for instance (“Deformed, unfinished, sent before my time”, 1995[1591], 1.1:20)
recalls both the aberration that ‘is’ impairment, and makes deeper reference to the
uncertainty and danger of childbirth and the consequences of both on the temperament
of the person. Disability humour might hold methodological utility, helping to ‘act out’

the boundaries inherent in its production:

Disability humor is a marvellous example of how life is stranger than fiction but
also how fiction and narrative help us understand reality. To see the interplay
between the comic and the tragic in disability is to deepen our understanding of
the disability world and the outsiders to that world. (Albrecht 1999, p73)
Westwood (2004) finds that, in the organisational context, humour provides a foil to the
sober and serious ethic of organised labour. Further, he notes how organisational
discourse serves to constitute what is comedic setting and that (following Douglas

2002) deviance of some form is a prerequisite to the ‘completeness’ of the setting. On

boundaries, he notes:

The serious has clearly been privileged and delineated from the comic in
organisations. A boundary is constructed that both limits the intrusion of the
comic and creates the very condition by which it can be seen as subversive. The
comic’s intrusion into the realm of the serious implies an antithetical
relationship and the two need delineating. (Westwood 2004, p781)
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It is the transient or spontaneous performance of humour that carries meaning in such
contexts. In aiming to sustain the “boundaries of mundane reality” (Westwood 2004,
p783), humour presents an acceptable mode of sporadic deviancy that serves to promote
the "realization that there is no substantive and sustained threat to civilized order"
(Westwood 2004, p788). This 'difference’ - the deliberate division of categories that are
‘acceptable' and 'unacceptable' - can be understood to offer a mirror to an organisation's
categorising systems and might aid in the mapping of the accepted boundaries of
disability discourse in particular contexts. A second explanation associates disability
with moral deviancy. This is implicit in the example of Richard III (above), and deeply
historical texts on persecution (Moore 2007), although contemporary examples, for
example the association of HIV/AIDS with moral transgression (Garland-Thompson
1997) can be located. This also appeals to a discourse on disability that is concerned
with the ‘tragic’. ‘Tragic’ and ‘deserved’ are opposing moral locations for ‘blame’, yet
both are established in relation to the (individual) disabled subject. In my study context,
therefore, how students with particular disabilities might be understood to threaten

‘order’ is explored in later chapters.

The enrichment of meaning through ritual (Douglas 2002) provides Douglas with her
fifth response to anomaly. Douglas’s thesis in this réspect arises from her observations
that , for some cultural groups, the ‘response’ to dirt is not simply explained by the
responses outlined above, responses that, although ‘sophisticated’ in their own right,
are readily comprehendible as different modes of ‘rejection’ or ‘assimilation’ of the
pure/impure subject. Her observations suggested that within some communities, the
‘unclean’ was sacralised: transformations that illustrate how “dirt, which is normally
destructive, sometimes becomes creative” (Douglas 2002, p196). For Douglas, power
resides at the margins of culture (see above); her argument is, therefore, that these
powers (of disruption, anomaly and ambiguity) might sometimes be reincorporated
through ritual into the culture that has (superficially) appeared to ‘reject’ them.
Commenting on the (central African) Lele communities, she observes how they

‘account’ for their consumption of foods that are considered dangerous and impure:

For the main part, their formal rituals are based on discrimination of categories,
human, animal, male, female, young, old, etc. But they lead through a series of
cults which allow their initiates to eat what is normally dangerous [and] that
which is rejected is ploughed back for a renewal of life. (Douglas 2002, p206-7)
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By elaborating the marginal or anomalous as symbols of ‘power’, Douglas’s Lele
people allow themselves to explore, through ritual, the classifications and boundaries of
their cultural lives: a re-exploration that enables them to “enrich meaning or to call
attention to other levels of existence” (Douglas 2002, p49-50). This arguably offers the
prospect of transformation to a culture, something that, if applied to disability, Garland-
Thomson (1997) suggests is reminiscent of the “unsettle[ment] of the ascendant order”
suggested by Kuhn’s notion of the paradigm shift, a fundamental realignment of the

categories that constitute meaning:

Imagining anomaly and the grotesque as agents capable of reconstituting
cultural discourses suggests the possibility of interpreting both dirt and disability
not as discomforting abnormalities or intolerable ambiguities, but rather as the
entitled bearers of a fresh view of reality. Moreover, because the disabled figure
always represents the extraordinary, such interpretations open the way for us to
imagine narratives of physical disability other than deviance and abnormality.
(Garland-Thomson 1997, p38)

In the university context, and beyond, the political location of disability as expressed
through the social model of disability and the ‘emancipatory disability research’
movement might be understood to articulate such a movement or ‘shift’ in categorical
descriptions of disability. The emergence of these discourses in the present context

serves to greatly inform some of my later analyses in this thesis.

IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH DESIGN

Douglas’s thesis appears to suggest that the notion of ‘disability’ might be subjected to
anthropological analysis. However, critics of structuralist approaches might suggest that
such an approach might be inadequate in respect of its synchronic (‘out of time”) nature,
its potential to overlook the ‘margins’ of the social world, and the ‘hidden’ or ‘invisible’
nature of its organising principles that appear to reject individual interpretations. My

reading of Douglas suggests otherwise, albeit perhaps with some caveats.

Douglas’s argument that anomalies offer an opportunity for a community to “enrich
[their] meaning” (Douglas 2002, p49), that is, to invite a reflection on the nature and
relationship between ‘established’ social categories such as disability (Garland-
Thomson 1997), suggests that there is utility in her theory for the consideration of the
changing ‘apprehension’ of disability in the contemporary contexts and how present-
day ‘ritual’ in the organisational context might effect this. Douglas here also invites a

consideration of how ‘new’ frames of understanding represent “power” in the
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anthropological context. For my research, the (discursive) nature of this power invites

further consideration, something that I address in the following chapter.

The criticism that structuralism might neglect the marginal of the social world (Kilduff
and Corley 2000) appears at odds with Douglas’s central thesis in Purity and Danger.
Her thesis relocates the marginal and excluded to the centre of anthropological concern
and subjects their (ritual) ‘treatment’ to scrutiny. Therefore, a consideration of how
marginal or ambiguous categories, different expressions of impairment or disability, are
understood and responded to in the present context would appear to be of importance to
my thesis; Douglas’s consideration of how individuals are “temporarily outcast”
(Douglas 2002, p120) provides a guide to the contexts in my research such marginalities

might be exposed.

The criticism that structuralism overlooks or ignores individual action and human
agency is more problematic. Although Douglas does not dismiss entirely the possibility
that individuals might choose to revise their “own personal scheme of classifications”,
her statements in this respect remain tentative and conditional on the “received”
(Douglas 2002, p48) categorical schemes in which the individual is located. However, it
has been suggested that this might not be overly problematic in the context of
interpretative (for example, ethnographic) enquiry (see Marcus 1998, p38), and that the
“genre diaspora” (Geertz 1973; Geertz 1993; Denzin and Lincoln 2003, p25) of
contemporary ethnographic enquiry is accommodating of such a position. Taking this

into consideration, some implications for research design may now be offered.

First, Douglas permits a (re)consideration of disability that is neither located entirely
within individual or medical conceptions of impairment, not located with the social or
ideological framework that is suggested by the social model. For research design,
therefore, this suggests that neither provide a unitary ‘standpoint’ around which my

research need be located.

Second, the consideration of boundaries, transgressions, ‘marginal categories’ and their
(ritual) responses in ‘the present’ are an important consideration. This invites a
methodology that locates people, spaces and texts where such transitions might be
observed and documented: locations at the interfaces and transition points that reside

‘between’ those points that are more privileged and ‘central’ to the social context.
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Third, Douglas’s ‘anthropological self’ is largely absent from Purity and Danger.
Although her later work, for example The Hotel Kwilu (Douglas 1994c), reflects on her
personal location, she dismisses Geertz’s (1973) concern that relationships of ‘power’
between the ‘researcher’ and the ‘researched’ are problematic for anthropology
(Douglas 1994b). I argue that I cannot overlook such a concern: my location within a
culturally-near or familiar field of enquiry and my engagement with a contested
discourse (disability) would appear to necessitate a consideration of the positionalities

inherent in such enquiry.

Last, Douglas makes contact with the notion of ‘power’ but does not develop this as a
primary site for theoretical elaboration. As the preservation of (social) order through
ritual acts of regulation/purification also appears central to her thesis, a consideration of
post-structural positions in methodology and analysis is suggested. These positions are

considered in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER S: FOUCAULT, DISCOURSE, POWER AND THE SUBJECT

CHAPTER SUMMARY

In this chapter I introduce the work of Michel Foucault and discuss my reading of his
work as I understand and apply it within this thesis. The concept of discourse, as used in
its ‘non linguistic’ sense by Foucault, is described. Foucault’s unorthodox formulation
of power is also discussed, as is the relationship of knowledge to power. Foucault’s
concept of subjectivation is then introduced in relation to his formulation of power.
Elsewhere I discuss his objection to conventional definitions of ‘ideology’, and also
outline the concepts of resistance, disciplinary power and surveillance as they are used
by Foucault, and as they are later applied within this thesis. Last, applications of

Foucauldian thought to disability and administration are outlined.

DISCOURSE

The concept of ‘discourse’ is strongly associated with the work of Foucault. As such, I
will now outline what I understand as a ‘Foucauldian’ conception of ‘discourse’ as it is
applied to my data and analysis within this thesis. In doing this, however, I note that
Foucault’s definition and deployment of the term ‘discourse’ and its etymology and
popular association with Foucault is somewhat contested, and that different
interpretations of ‘Foucauldian discourse’ are in circulation (Alvesson and Skoldberg
2009). %* The contested nature of Foucault’s specific use of the term ‘discourse’ (Mills
2003), and the decline in his use of the term within his later works (Sawyer 2002;
Hacking 2004) has, some have argued, led to its misappropriation (Garitty 2010) within
many empirical studies and, indeed, Foucault himself recognised that his use of the term
‘discourse’ differed somewhat from its usage within other disciplinary contexts

(Foucault 2002).

I order that I can make clear how I am utilising a Foucauldian concept of discourse

within this thesis, it is important for me to stress that Foucault’s conception of discourse

* See Sawyer (2002) for a detailed discussion on the etymology of the term discourse
as it is used by Foucault, and specifically his argument regarding how the term has been
claimed and deployed by ‘Anglo-American’ theoreticians. See also Hacking (2004,
p300n) for a similar observation.

25 Specifically, he notes: “I am well aware that most of these definitions do not conform
with current usage: linguists usually give the word discourse a quite different meaning”
(Foucault 2002, p121)
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is quite different from the concept as it is named and used within linguistic disciplines.
Within the ‘linguistic sciences’, ‘discourse’ is understood to represent the organisation
of the spoken word in interaction or conversation, and specifically how speech acts are
expressed and used in the conduct of social interaction (Potter and Wetherell 1994). In
these disciplines, the ‘discourse’ of interest ranges from those concerned with the
structure (grammar, syntax, length) of specific ‘utterances’, to those concerned with
how these forms of speech are modelled by and expressed within particular contexts, for
example in religious texts or advertising (Mills 2004). In contrast, Foucault adopts a
somewhat different usage, shifting his attention away from the mechanisms of language
alone; for Foucault, the term ‘discourse’ is not analogous to ‘language’ or ‘speech’
(Hoy 1988; Said 1988; Kendall and Wickham 1999; Bruns 2003). Indeed, Foucault’s

use of the term ‘discourse’ is somewhat more subtle and complex:

I would like to show that ‘discourses’, in the form that they can be heard or read,
are not, as one might expect, a mere intersection of things and words...[my
project is] of no longer - treating discourses as groups of signs (signifying
elements referring to contents or representations) but as practices that
systematically form the objects of which they speak. Of course, discourses are
composed of signs; but what they do is more than use these signs to designate
things. It is this more...that we must reveal and describe. (Foucault 2002, p54,
my emphasis)
Discourse does not ‘stand alone’ as an abstract concept that is divorced entirely from its
operation within social practice. Rather, discourse is implicated in the assembly of
‘truths’ about the (social) world, that is, what is ‘thinkable’ and ‘permissible’ in
particular places and times. Rather than arguing that discourse simply ‘informs’,
‘influences’ or somehow ‘shapes’ what it describes (yet in itself remaining intangible),
Foucault instead affords discourse a constitutive function: by configuring what is
‘truthful’, discourses establish what it is possible to ‘know’ (meaning) and ‘do’
(practice) in the social world, although it is perhaps useful to remark at this point that

this does not mean that Foucault’s formulation of discourse and his use of ‘truth’

equates to ‘ideology’; I elaborate this point later in this chapter.

A brief example will serve to illustrate this function of discourse prior to my more
detailed explanation. What is understood to be ‘madness’ is, from a Foucauldian
standpoint, constituted by discourse: that is, there are ‘statements’ that describe what
may be ‘truthfully’ said ‘about’ madness. In the Western present, for instance, the
‘truths’ of madness are predominantly (although not wholly) specified, hence

‘explained’, by those statements about ‘mental health’ or ‘illness’ that arise from
75



medical psychiatry. In a different time, the ‘truths’ of what madness was understood to
‘be’ might have been specified quite differently (in terms of spirituality, or the ‘reform’
of morality, for instance) or, indeed, it may have not been described at all (Foucault
1987; Szasz 1960; Foucault 1981; Gutting 2005).2” However, in order to more fully
progress an understanding of Foucauldian discourse, I must first describe the
‘statements’ that make up discourse. Following this, I can then address Foucault’s
important and innovative handling of the notions of ‘power’, ‘practice’ and

‘knowledge’.

For Foucault, statements are “the primary building block[s] of a discourse” (Mills 2004,
p54); that is, they form the elements of discourse. However, statements are not the same
as sentences, utterances or texts (Mills 2004).%” Whereas a sentence (or utterance, or
text) can “function as several different statements depending upon which discursive
context it appears in” (Mills 2004, p54), ‘statements’, as understood by Foucault, are
never ‘free’, and represent more than language or linguistic ‘rules’.*® Foucault outlines

several key characteristics of statements that serve to differentiate them from (linguistic)

(113 292

sentences. First, statements do not refer to ““things, ‘facts’ [or] ‘realities’” (Foucault
2002, p103). Rather, statements define the “laws of possibility, rules of existence for the
objects that are named, designated, or described...a proposition that may or may not be
accorded a value of truth” (Foucault 2002, p103). Hence the statement, as an element of
discourse, is seen to establish the conditions for which what is said (or not said) about
the objects to which it refers are legitimate, or ‘knowable’; in short, statements make

‘truth-claims’ (Mills 2004).

Second, statements do not ‘exist’ alone; rather, not only are they associated with a
specific context, but they also support the ‘making up’ of that context; that is, the

context and statement are constitutive of one-another:

?7 For a similar treatment of leprosy in High Medieval Europe, see Moore (2007), and
for a more contemporaneous (twentieth century) account of ‘personality disorders’, see
Hacking (1994, 1998)

2 I provide some examples of how I use the notion of Foucauldian ‘statements’ in my
discussion of my analytic approach, chapter six.

**Mills notes, however, the “striking similarity” (Mills 2004, p55) between Foucault’s
use of the word ‘discourse’ and that used within speech act theory; the latter, she notes,
is more concerned with the “way an utterance is understood and acted on” by individual
speakers, rather than Foucault’s more ‘institutional’ usage.
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A statement always has borders peopled by other statements. These borders are
not what is usually meant by ‘context’ — real or verbal — that is, all the
situational or linguistic elements, taken together, that motivate a formulation and
determine its meaning. They are distinct from such a context precisely in so far
as they make it possible...The associated field that turns a sentence or a series of
signs into a statement, and which provides them with a particular context, a
specific representative content, forms a complex web...The associated field is
also made up of all the formulations to which the statement refers (implicitly or
not), either by repeating them, modifying them, or adapting them, or by
opposing them, or by commenting on them (Foucault 2002, p110)
Third, a statement (unlike a sentence or utterance) must have a “material existence’: it
cannot be extracted entirely from the ‘real world’ in which it has been ‘made’; rather, as
the context (above) plays a part in constituting the statement, then a statement “must
have a substance, a support, a place and a date” (Foucault 2002, p99,113). For instance,
an utterance referring to ‘disease’ might be considered to be a legitimate statement
within a set of statements that together constitute a discourse of ‘medical science’, at
least in respect of Western medicine; it functions alongside other statements (for
example, statements on hygiene, or pathogenesis, or the role of the physician), whilst
others might be excluded (for example, statements with a religious or spiritual
dimension). In a different place and/or historical time period, the utterance ‘disease’

might have operated alongside a different set of statements, and hence together have

constituted an entirely different discourse altogether.>!

As such, discourses can be understood to comprise of a “regulated set of statements
which combine with others in predictable ways” (Mills 2003, p54), although Foucault
himself is fully aware that his use of ‘discourse’ might be understood in other ways, too.
Here, he presents three possible interpretations, of which his third (pertaining to

practice) is of most use to this thesis:

[I]nstead of gradually reducing the rather fluctuating meaning of the word
‘discourse’, I believe that I have in fact added to its meanings: treating it
sometimes as the general domain of all statements, sometimes as an
individualizable group of statements, and sometimes as a regulated practice that
accounts for a certain number of statements. (Foucault 2002, p90, emphases
appended)

It is the regular and systematic nature of statements that is of importance here (Kendall
and Wickham 1999; Mills 2003). In order to be recognised as a discourse, those

statements that ‘make up’ the discourse need to possess coherence. Take, for example,

3! See Armstrong (1993) on the discursive production of ‘public health’, for instance.
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the notion of a ‘disability discourse’. If discourse is understood to encompass
“Institutions, rules, practices, objects [and] events” (Bruns 2003, p358), then those
statements that constitute a specific disability discourse would necessarily describe
those institutions (for example, universities or schools), rules (for example, ‘what’ is
recognised as ‘a disability”), practices (for example, ‘inclusion’ or ‘additional’
practices), objects (for example, materials and spaces) and events (for example,
‘disclosing disability’). Mills (2003) explains this notion of ‘regularity’ succinctly, and
in doing so clearly deprecates language in favour of a more ‘inclusive’ definition of

discourse:

[W]ithin Western European languages, there tends to exist a wide range of
terms for colours; yet not all languages distinguish between colours in the same
way and parcel up the spectrum into blue, red, green and so on as English does.
For example, some languages make no lexical distinction between green and
blue. This does not mean that speakers of that language cannot tell the difference
between blue and green, but that this distinction is not one that is especially
significant within that culture. Thus, the regularities which we perceive in reality
should be seen as the result of the anonymous regularities of discourse that we
impose on reality. Foucault argues that, in fact, discourses should be seen as
something which constrains our perceptions. (Mills 2003, p55)

If discourses can be seen to constitute that which is knowable and “sensible” (Bové
1988, p59) then, conversely, discourses may also be understood to have the capacity to
exclude or to delineate what one can ‘know’ and ‘speak about’. Foucault (1981)
elaborates this function of discourse in three ways: in relation to prohibitions (what is
taboo, for instance), how subjects may be divided and rejected, and how what is
understood to be ‘true’ drives (or is productive of) ‘new’ knowledges and practices.
Prohibition, that “we cannot just speak of anything whatever” (Foucault 1981, p52)
concerns both ‘what’ can be said, and by whom. For division and rejection, he uses the
example of “the opposition between reason and madness”, Foucault (1981, p53). These
Foucault relates to a ‘will to truth’, or quest for a single, unfettered ‘objective’
understanding; for instance, he notes how (in what he describes as the ‘Middle Ages’)
the utterances of those identified as ‘mad’ would be either disregarded entirely (divided,

then rejected), or endowed with reason (‘truth’):

[T]hat for centuries in Europe the speech of the madman was either not heard at
all or else taken for the word of truth. It either fell into the void...or else people
deciphered in it a rationality, naive or crafty, which they regarded as more
rational than that of the sane (Foucault 1981, p53)
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Although Foucault is using archaic references here, he however argues that such
exclusions are extant in the contemporary (Western) context, and that ‘madness’ is
rendered knowable, comprehensible, through new “framework[s] of knowledge”
(Foucault 1981, p53), namely those of medicine and psychoanalysis (Hacking 1998,
2007; Rose 1998). In short, although discourse is intangible and “nothing in itself”
(Bruns 2003, p358), discourse can be understood to be the “vehicle for the construction
of meaning and ‘truths’ in specific socio-historic circumstances” (Blain 1994, p524),
and this is the operational definition of Foucauldian discourse that I intend to use within

this thesis.

WHAT DISCOURSE ‘DOES’

Implicit within the above description is the notion that discourse ‘does’ something. Not
only do discourses establish what is ‘knowable’, but discourses necessarily incorporate
“practices and institutions that produce knowledge claims” (Wolin 1988, p184). Hence
discourses, from a Foucauldian perspective, are inseparable from practices. Not only
can discourses ‘““constitute experiences” (for example, madness or dyslexia) and in doing
so ‘make’ social practice, but they also “emerge from social events and practices”
(Hacking 2004, p280); that is, discourses can be constituted by and circulated through

social practice, as Mills explains:

Discourse is regulated by a set of rules which lead to the distribution and
circulation of certain utterances and statements. Some statements are circulated
widely, and others have restricted circulation...Rather than seeing discourse as
simply a set of statements which have some coherence, we should, rather, think
of discourse as existing because of a complex set of practices which try to keep
them in circulation and other practices which try to fence them off from others
and keep those other statements out of circulation. (Mills 2003, p54)

However, in order to progress a reading of Foucauldian theory, these descriptions of
discourse and practice require another theoretical axis in order to make them operable,
which brings me to a discussion of Foucault’s particular treatment of the notion of

power.

POWER

Power, in the Focauldian sense, is not something that can only be ‘possessed’ (by, for
instance, an individual leader) and imposed in a ‘top down’ manner. Rather, Foucault’s
preference is for a conception of power that is diffused throughout society (Foucault

1995), and which only becomes apparent, into being, when it is “exercised” or practised
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(Foucauit 1980, p89). Foucault understands power to ‘produce’ discourses, and
discourses, as I discussed above, configure what is understood to be ‘truth’ in a given
place, time and disciplinary context (Foucault 1980). Yet, for Foucault, power requires
the “production, accumulation, circulation and functioning of [...] discourse” (Foucault
1980, p93); hence the two concepts are, tantalisingly, distinctive yet inculcated in each

other’s operation.

In the unorthodox manner in which Foucault is describing it, power may be understood
using the metaphor of the rhizome (Deleuze and Guattari 2004), a complex root system
with no apparent structure and which “connects any point to any other point” and is
“acentered [and] non-hierarchical” (Deleuze and Guattari 2004, p21) in nature. Just as
rhizomes proliferate, interconnect (and can be disconnected), may establish and re-
establish themselves, and operate through “variation, expansion [or] offshoots™
(Deleuze and Guattari 2004, p21), so too does power. As such, Foucault views power as
not inevitably possessed by a particular regime, leader or state. This notion of power, as
diffuse and complex, is a principal axis around which much of Foucault’s work is

located.

Foucault asserts that not only are relationships of power “everywhere” (Foucault 1978,
p93), but there is an intimate relationship between power and discourse. Whilst he does
not dismiss entirely the possibility that power might be imposed ‘from above’, his thesis

is that power is instrumental in the production of discourse, and (relatedly) knowledge:

In defining the effects of power as regression, one adopts a purely juridical
conception of such power, one identifies power with a law that says no, power is
taken above all as carrying the force of a prohibition. Now I believe this is a
wholly negative, narrow, skeletal conception of power, one that has been
curiously widespread. If power were never anything but repressive, if it never
did anything but to say no, do you really think that one would be brought to
obey it? What makes power hold good, what makes it accepted, is simply the
fact that is doesn’t only weigh on us as a force that says no, but that it traverses
and produces things, it induces pleasure, forms knowledge, produces discourse.
(Foucault 2000a, p120, emphases appended)

For Foucault, such a conception allows power to be understood as “continuous”
(Foucault 1980, p119); that is, he understands power to circulate invisibly throughout a
social system. The relationship between power, knowledge, truth and discourse is
intimate and circulatory: not only does Foucault see power as productive of discourse,
and that discourse supports the configuration of ‘truth’, but he also argues that power

itself requires the “production, accumulation, circulation and functioning...of
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discourse” (Foucault 1981, p93). Hence power both produces the ‘truths’ that are
foundational to discourse, yet discourse (in its practice) enables the production of
power. Indeed, for Foucault, the “success” of power is “proportional to its ability to hide
its own mechanisms” (Foucault 1978, p86), and it is only through examination of its

practice (discourse) might its effects be ascertained.

KNOWLEDGE

Earlier I outlined how discourses (and their statements) not only function to constitute
what is ‘knowable’ and ‘sensible’, but also function to ‘exclude’ and ‘delineate’. That
is, what ‘counts’ as knowledge is elaborated within discourse, with power being the
device by which what counts as ‘truthful’ may be established and circulated. As such,
Foucault is not concerned with establishing ‘a singular truth’; rather, he is concerned in
establishing or ascertaining the conditions whereby statements become ‘truthful’ (or
not), the strategies and practices that ‘make’ what is ‘true’, and the agents for whom the

‘speaking of truth’ is their practice:

The important thing here, I believe, is that truth isn’t outside power...Truth is a
thing of this world: it is produced only by virtue of multiple forms of constraint.
And it induces regular effects of power. Each society has its own regime of
truth, its ‘general politics’ of truth: that is, the types of discourse which it
accepts and makes function as true; the mechanisms and instances which enable
one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by which each is
sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the acquisition of
truth; the status of those who are charged with saying what counts as true.
(Foucault 2000a, p131)

Foucault, therefore, is less concerned with the ‘creation’ of knowledge by, for example,
‘key’ or ‘important’ individuals or groups of people (Mills 2004). Rather, he is
concerned to examine the conditions in which such knowledge becomes ‘possible’ and
‘truthful’. However, as power is implicated in the production of knowledge (what is
knowable), there can be no possibility of knowledge that is unmoved or unauthorised by
power. However, Foucault further advances his thesis, by implicating knowledge in the
production of power. This is an important break with orthodox formulations of
knowledge, as it problematizes the notion that knowledge can be ‘objective’ or

“dispassionate” (Mills 2004, p69), as Foucault himself explains:

[T]he exercise of power itself creates and causes to emerge new objects of
knowledge and accumulates new bodies of information...The exercise of power
perpetually creates knowledge and, conversely, knowledge constantly induces
effects of power...Modern humanism is therefore mistaken in drawing this line
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between knowledge and power. Knowledge and power are integrated with one
another, and there is no point in dreaming of a time when knowledge will cease
to depend on power. (Foucault 1980, p51-2)

In short, the exercise of power produces what ‘counts’ as knowledge; similarly, the
exercise of knowledge can ‘effect’ the production of power. Relating this back to my
earlier discussion about discourse, what counts as ‘truthful’ is embedded within the
statements that comprise discourses. That is, discourses/statements are, by themselves,
neither ‘true’ nor ‘false’. Indeed, the ‘valency of truth’ is perhaps rather irrelevant in
respect of Foucauldian discourse. Rather, discourses are simply the means through
which power/knowledge can be assembled and circulated. However, this not explain
how some ‘truths’ become extant, whilst others are deprecated or overlooked or ‘lost’
entirely. Foucault’s solution is to argue that it is the arrangement and adaptation of
statements/discourses with one-another, as they are configured through
power/knowledge, which enables the foregrounding (or deprecation) of what is
maintained as the ‘truth’ of a particular time and place. Rouse (2003) explains this, and
implicit within his explanation is the embeddedness of discourse within (social)

practices:

Knowledge is established not only in relation to a field of statements, but also to
objects, instruments, practices, research programmes, skills, social networks,
and institutions. Some elements of such an epistemic field reinforce and
strengthen one another and are taken up, extended, and reproduced in other
contexts; others remain isolated from, or in conflict with, these emergent
‘strategies’ and eventually become forgotten curiosities. The configuration of
knowledge requires that these heterogeneous elements be adequately adapted to
one another and that their mutual alignment be sustained over time. (Rouse
2003, p113)

THE SUBJECT, POWER AND SUBJECTIVATION

Much of what I have discussed so far about Foucault’s position on discourse,

knowledge and power is derived from his earlier theses, particularly The Archaeology of
Knowledge (1969). In his later works, styled as ‘genealogies’ (of which a key text is
Discipline and Punish, first published in 1975) Foucault notably shifts his attention

‘ _towards the ‘subject’. Whereas his ‘archacological’ works are concerned with the
relationship between discourses (groups of statements), power/knowledge and the
elaboration of ‘truths’ (Kendall and Wickham 1999; Mills 2004), his later

‘genealogical’ texts develop his thesis to incorporate notions of subjectivity and the

assembly of our ‘selves’, as Gutting (2005) explains:
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Although archaeology is quite capable of describing the conceptual system
underlying a practice, linguistic or not, it is not suited to describe the effects of a
practice...[Foucault] has restricted himself to a description of systems of
thought, with no attempt to explain changes...By the time he wrote Discipline
and Punish, Foucault had what he saw as an adequate method of causal
explanation to complement archaeology... genealogy. (Gutting 2005, p45-6) 3

This Kendall and Wickham (1999) describe as Foucault’s interest in how individuals
come to be incited to “work on our ‘selves’” (Kendall and Wickham 1999, p30).>* This
interest is not opposed to Foucault’s prior elaboration of power; rather, it extends and
embellishes it. Whilst Foucault’s archaeologies were arguably concerned with the
geometries of power/knowledge and discourse, his genealogical project extends his
thesis of power/knowledge into the domains of the ‘self’, and how one may be

constituted as a subject of power:

A theoretical shift had also been required in order to analyze what is often
described as the manifestations of "power"; it led me to examine, rather, the
manifold relations, the open strategies, and the rational techniques that articulate
the exercise of powers... I felt obliged to study the games of truth in the
relationship of self with self and the forming of oneself as a subject. (Foucault
1990, p6)

Specifically, in this later work Foucault is concerned with the way in which the
individual “human being turns him-or-herself into a subject” (Foucault 2000c, p327);
the emphasis here is that it is the individual human subject who is inculcated within his
or her own ‘constitution’ as a subject. Subjectivity (the condition of being such a
subject) is not wholly and incalculably ‘imposed’ upon the individual from ‘outside’ (a
state of affairs that would arguably be inconsistent with his views on power, discussed
earlier). Rather, the individual is incited to become a particular kind of subject, to gain

their identity through power/knowledge, positions which are, Lawler explains,

“available within discourse” (Lawler 2008; p62). Hence:

This form of power that applies itself to immediate everyday life categorizes the
individual, marks him by his own individuality, attaches him to his own identity,
imposes a law of truth on him that he must recognize and that others have to
recognize in him. It is a form of power that makes individuals subjects. There
are two meanings of the word ‘subject’: subject to someone else by control and
dependence, and tied to his own identity by a conscience or self-knowledge.

33 Foucault himself may have disputed the description of his work here as ‘causal’; his
preferred terminology here may have been ‘contingency’, as he rejects the quest for the
former in his methodology (see Foucault 1981)

3% A formulation that they borrow from Rose (1996); I consider this later in this thesis.
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Both meanings suggest a form of power that subjugates and makes subject to.
(Foucault 2000c, p331).

This ‘dual’ operation of subject formation is described as subjectivation
(alssujez‘issement),3 3 summarised by Foucault as “the way in which the individual
establishes his relation to the rule and recognizes himself as obliged to put it into
practice” (Foucault 1990, p27). One important implication of this particular formulation
of the subject and their relation to power is that it implies a new formulation of what it
means for the individual subject to be ‘free’, particularly in respect of the contemporary
liberal democracy and the role of the individual in the workplace. As Nikolas Rose
suggests, within subjectivation, subjects may not only consider themselves to be “free to
choose” (that is, they can ‘become’ who they want to ‘be’) but may be incited to
‘assemble themselves’ as ‘free’ within discourse; that is, they may be “obliged to be
free” (Rose 1998, p100). I return to this important concept and its consequences for my
analysis later in this thesis. However, the ‘nature’ of the subject is also associated with

the Foucauldian ‘relationship’ to ideology, which I now discuss.

DISCOURSE AND IDEOLOGY

I outlined earlier how the notion of Foucaldian ‘discourse’ is distinct from the notion of
‘ideology’. I now explain this further. Foucault finds that he cannot accommodate
orthodox definitions of ideology within his theoretical framework, and in particular
those of his later ‘genealogical’ works. To illustrate this, I now compare Foucault’s
apprehension (and critique) of ideology with his contemporary (and former tutor)
Althusser. For Althusser, “ideology represents the imaginary relationship of individuals
to their real conditions of existence” (Althusser 1971, p162); it describes the way in
which people, individuals, ‘make sense’ of their world. The ‘hail or interpellation of the
subject ‘by’ ideology functions as part of this ‘sense making’ apparatus; that is, it is

ideology that interpellates individuals as subjects. As such, Althusser argues that:

[I]deology 'acts' or 'functions' in such a way that it 'recruits' subjects ... or
‘transforms' the individuals into subjects ... by that very precise operation which
I have called interpellation or hailing, and which can be imagined along the lines
of the most commonplace everyday police (or other) hailing: 'Hey, you

35 Within this thesis, I will continue to use the term subjectivation, as this appears to be
most commonplace in English-language publications. However, Foucault’s use of the
term assujetissement has been variously translated as subjection, subjectification and
subjectivation. Here, my use of the term implies “the production of self-production”,
and not “domination”. See Binkley (2009, p64-5) for further discussion on this point.
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there!'...the hailed individual will turn round. By this mere one-hundred-and-
eighty-degree physical conversion, he becomes a subject. Why? Because he has
recognized that the hail was 'really' addressed to him, and that 'it was really him
who was hailed' (and not someone else)... [The] one hailed always recognizes
that it is really him who is being hailed (Althusser 1971, p174)

For instance, the hail ‘Are you disabled?’ may be successful (the subject who is
interpellated comes to ‘know himself” as ‘disabled’, this ‘makes sense’ to him), but this
may also function to obscure or misrepresent the conditions whereby he has been
interpellated: his social class, for instance, or his education, wealth (or not), and so
forth. It is this sense that ideology can be understood to ‘deny’ (or at least obscure)
particular ‘truths’ about the social world; this principle finds expression in Althusser’s
evocation of the Repressive State Apparatus and Ideological State Apparatus (and his
use of the term ‘discipline’), with which there are resemblances (and dissimilarities)

with Foucault’s formulation of sovereign power and disciplinary power/discourse:

This is the fact that the (Repressive) State Apparatus functions massively and
predominantly by repression (including physical repression), while functioning
secondarily by ideology...For example, the Army and the Police also function by
ideology both to ensure their own cohesion and reproduction, and in the 'values'
they propound externally. In the same way, but inversely, it is essential to say
that for their part the Ideological State Apparatuses function massively and
predominantly by ideology, but they also function secondarily by repression,
even if ultimately, but only ultimately, this is very attenuated and
concealed...Thus Schools and Churches use suitable methods of punishment,
expulsion, selection, etc., to 'discipline’ not only their shepherds, but also their
flocks (Althusser 1971, p145)

Whereas Althusser appears to suggest (or maintain) a sovereign and obscuring function
for ideology (that is, it functions to obscure what is ‘real”), for Foucault,
power/knowledge is not ideology and, as I discussed earlier, not (necessarily) forced

from ‘above’:

Discipline 'makes' individuals; it is the specific technique of a power that regards
individuals both as objects and as instruments of its exercise. It is not a
triumphant power, which because of its own excess can pride itself on its
omnipotence; it is a modest, suspicious power, which functions as a calculated,
but permanent economy. These are humble modalities, minor procedures, as
compared with the majestic rituals of sovereignty or the great apparatuses of the
state (Foucault 1995, p170)

As such, whereas for Althusser it is his theory of the Ideological State Apparatus that
‘makes’ (interpellates, subjects) the individual subject, for Foucault it is the ‘modern’

soul and its correspondence with power that is implicated:
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Rather than seeing [the modern] soul as the reactivated remnants of an ideology,
one would see it as the present correlative of a certain technology of power over
the body. It would be wrong to say that the soul is an illusion, or an ideological
effect. On the contrary ... it is produced permanently around, on, within the body
by the functioning of a power that is exercised on those punished ... on those one
supervises, trains and corrects, over madmen, children at home and at school ...
[This soul] is the element in which are articulated the effects of a certain type of
power (Foucault 1995, p. 29)
Hence, whilst for Althusser power might be understood as an effect of ideology, for
Foucault, ideology is deprecated; it is an effect of power. Foucault’s unorthodox view of
power, that is, something that is not imposed, ‘top down’, but enacted and re-enacted
within social practice, invites discussion from him in respect of understanding what is
meant by ‘ideology’. For Foucault, as I outlined earlier, power is not ‘centralised’ nor
‘owned’ by the state or one particular group in society, nor does it necessarily “repress
and reduce” (Foucault 2000a, p121). Rather, power, knowledge and discourse, and their

treatment by Foucault, are productive; that is, they assemble what they ‘name’ to be

‘true’. It is from this theoretical standpoint that Foucault offers his critique of ideology:

The notion of ideology appears to me to make use of, for three reasons. First is
that, like it or not, it always stands in virtual opposition to something else that is
supposed to count as truth. Now, I believe that the problem does not consist in
drawing the line between that which, in a discourse, falls under the category of
scientificity or truth, and that which comes under some other category; rather, it
consists in seeing historically how effects of truth are produced within
discourses that, in themselves, are neither true nor false. The second drawback is
that the concept of ideology refers, I think necessarily, to something of the order
of the subject. Thirdly, ideology stands in a secondary position relative to
something that functions as its infrastructure, as its material, economic
determinant, and so on (Foucault 2000a, p119)

In respect of ideology, Foucault offers three related problematizations (see Foucault
2000a, p119). First, he argues that ‘science’ has no more (or less) claim to the ‘truth’
than ideology or, stated differently, ideology is no more likely to ‘distort’ or obscure the
truth than is science (Lloyd 2003). Indeed, he is not concerned with the ‘truth’ or
‘falsity’ of statements per se. Rather, he is concerned with “how effects of truth are
produced within discourse which in themselves are neither true nor false” (Foucault
2000a, p119). Therefore, whilst ideology might be concerned with “provid[ing] an
account of existing social and political relations and a description of how these relations
ought to be organised” (MacKenzie 2003, p2), Foucault’s account of (non-sovereign)
power undermines the possibility of there being a ‘certain truth’ that is somehow

impressed from ‘outside’ of discourse.
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For instance, in contemporary contexts, the classification of ‘dyslexia’ may be
considered ‘truthful’ in a ‘scientific’ sense; that is, there are a selection of statements
about (and which name) dyslexia that are ‘true’ in respect of psychological or pedagogic
knowledge. However, such statements were not always ‘in the true’ as they are today;
as unpalatable or unrecognisable as it may appear to the modem reader, the ‘truthful’
association of dyslexia with a need for ‘moral improvement’ or its description as a
‘developmental’ impairment also attained the status of truth, albeit in a different
period.”® In this way, Foucault’s thesis is not to assign statements such as these the
status of being ‘true’ or ‘false’ (or, indeed, judge them unpalatable), nor ‘set apart’ the
scientific and ideological as opposites; rather his concern is that the formation and
circulation of such statements is related to power and its capacity to accord statements

and discourses with the status of truth.

Second, Foucault’s position on the subject and subjectivity is also problematic in
respect of ideology. Although ideological analysis may deprecate the individual subject
by virtue of the attention it gives to systems of political and social thought (Howarth
2002; Mills 2004), it is still possible for the ‘individual’ to be considered within an
ideological conception of the social world. Indeed, the presence of the individual makes
it possible to think more readily about the subject who may wish to resist power (which
I discuss below). Third, Foucault does not privilege economic determinism (Foucault
2000a); that is, he does not afford the economic context(s) of the social world a prime
location in respect of ‘power’; rather, and consistent with his thesis on power, he argues
that economic relationships, although posited as ‘ideological’, are but one type of power

relation amongst many (Mills 2004).

What is common in all three of Foucault’s ‘objections’ to ideology is their consistency
with his particular understanding of power. Foucault would appear to posit ideology,
with its ‘top down’ organisation of power, as being inherently repressive or restrictive.
Foucault’s ‘evasion’ of ideology is perhaps the inevitable consequence of his imagining
of power as not only repressive, but also productive. Foucault’s treatment of child
sexuality (Foucault 1978), for instance, enables him to displace the ‘repressive’

treatment of sexuality with a formulation that describes the productive character of

361 do not develop a discussion about literacy or the genealogy of dyslexia as a
classification here. However, Mokyr (1985), More (2000) and Humphries (2010) all
make contributions to such a discussion
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power in the assembly of ‘new’ forms of sexuality; that is, the ‘repression’ of sexuality
incited the production and circulation of ‘new’ discourses of sexuality. However,
Foucault’s deprecation of ideology, and the particular way in which he allows for the
assembly of the subject by/within discourse and power (discussed above) appears to

deny the possibility for resistance; this is something I now address.

RESISTANCE

It is arguably difficult to Foucault to account for resistance in his thesis, particularly
given his commitment, discussed above, to the constitution of the subject within
discourse and power (Mills 2003; Mills 2004; Lawler 2008). What Foucault styles as
‘resistance’ is imbricated with power; that is, ‘resistance’ is inevitability in a
relationship with power as power is, for Foucault, not constituted as a “system of
domination” with an “inside or outside” (Rouse 2003, p111); rather, resistance is
“structurally guaranteed” (Heller 1996, p79) alongside power. As such, his thesis does
not allow for the possibility of a subject who might ‘resist’ doing so ‘outside’ of power,
as it is power that produces the subject who ‘resists’. Rather, the subject is simultaneous

with power (Heller 1996), hence his famous statement:

Where there is power, there is resistance, and yet, or rather consequently, this
resistance is never in a position of exteriority in relation to power...[T]hese
points of resistance are present everywhere in the power network. Hence there is
no single locus of great Refusal, no soul of revolt, source of all rebellions, or
pure law of the revolutionary. Instead, there is a plurality of resistances.
(Foucault 1978, p95)

Power, as I discussed earlier, is productive, and not (only) repressive. It is this sense that
power may be viewed as not simply that which ‘causes’ social change, but rather as the
means by which change is enabled or mobilised (Heller 1996). Hence Foucault’s
account is able to explain how power may be associated with ‘freedom’, albeit in a form
that is inevitably constrained within the available discourses (see Rose 1998, earlier).
Foucault’s particular formulation of resistance is, however, problematic. Given the
position of the subject within power, there appears to be no opportunity for the subject
to resist. This, Heller (1996) argues, represents reliance upon an orthodox conception of
power that presumes, on one hand, ‘domination’ and, on the other, either an absence of

power or ‘resistance’. However, as I discussed earlier, Foucault deprecates this
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interpretation of power: there is no opposite ‘to’ power, only other forms of power
(Heller 1996).*

Indeed Sullivan (2000), Mills (2003, 2004) and Youdell (2006) show how both the
(ostensibly) ‘powerful” and ‘powerless’ are implicated in local acts of ‘resistance’
through their recitation of ‘power’ as it is present in the contexts in which they live and
work. For instance, in Youdell’s example, she shows how ‘minority ethic’ (her
terminology) students ‘resist’ their subjection within a white-majority school context
through their reciting of ‘multicultural’ discourses that are already in circulation.
Similarly, ‘resistance’ in this form can be implicated by the worker through their
“destabilizing [of] everyday definitions of the boundaries of work” (Austrin 1994,
p209). Winiecki (2007), for instance, demonstrates how ‘call centre’ workers effectively
resist aspects of their work from ‘inside’; that is, they re-appropriate, modify and re-
circulate discourses (administrative systems, performance measurement) to their
‘advantage’, despite being in an ostensibly ‘powerless’ position in relation to their

‘managerial’ colleagues.

DISCIPLINARY POWER AND SURVEILLANCE

Foucault’s thesis on power and the ‘assembly’ of the subject invites consideration of
how, if not ‘ordered’ or ‘ruled’ by a ‘dominant’ power, people (individuals) are ‘made’.
Orthodox conceptions of power collectivise its application; that is, a (hypothetical)
leader may impose his or her will on a group or population, a “single uniform mass”
(Foucault 1995, p170). Foucault’s thesis on power, discussed earlier, demands that he
rejects this formulation. Instead, he suggests that it is discipline that ‘makes’

individuals, for it is:

...the specific technique of a power that regards individuals both as objects and
as instruments of its exercise. It is not a triumphant power, which because of its
own excess can pride itself on its omnipotence; it is a modest, suspicious power,
which functions as a calculated, but permanent economy. These are humble
modalities, minor procedures, as compared with the majestic rituals of
sovereignty or the great apparatuses of the state. (Foucault 1995, p170)

% This argument is dependent on the meanings implied by the everyday usage of these
words. Heller (1996) argues that power and resistance are “ontologically correlative
terms” (Heller 1996, p99), and hence might be used to substitute one another. In effect,
‘resistance’ is a kind of ‘power’; he argues that Foucault only makes a distinction in
order to foreground his “political commitments” in respect of particular kinds of
subject, for instance, prisoners.

89



As (Foucauldian) power is non-hierarchical, then subjects are considered to be
“fabricated [and] not found” (Orlie 1997, p46); that is, the subject does not pre-exist its
‘finding’ by power, but is ‘made’ by power. The subject is ‘found’, in this sense,
through three disciplinary means which are outlined by Foucault in Discipline and
Punish (Foucault 1995): the observation, the normalizing judgement, and the
examination. I now consider each of these in turn. The observation finds its most
familiar expression when Foucault describes Bentham’s Panopticon, and Foucault
utilises this architectural model as a metaphor for his thoughts on power and
surveillance. The Panopticon represents for Foucault an idealised form of internment or
incarceration: a circular building, internally divided, with an unobstructed visual field
for one stood at its centre. Yet, through the careful positioning of internal divisions,
external windows and venetian blinds, the building impresses on those interned at its
periphery a perception of constant surveillance. Thus, Foucault notes, the Panopticon

serves to:

... induce in the inmate a state of conscious and permanent visibility that assures
the automatic functioning of power [...] The Panopticon is a machine for
dissociating the see/being seen dyad: in the peripheric ring, one is totally seen,
without ever seeing; in the central tower, one sees everything without ever being
seen. (Foucault 1995, p195)

This is significant in relation to the ‘dispersed’ nature of power. Foucault’s principal
point here is two-fold: that power is inherently produced by the architectural
configuration of the Panopticon, and that, due to the particular design of the building
(divisions, blinds and the regulation of light) it mattered little to those incarcerated that
they may or may not see their gaolers or, indeed, whether the gaolers themselves were

watching those incarcerated or not. In this way, the metaphorical Panopticon:

... automatizes and disindividualizes power. Power has its principle not so much
in a person as in a certain concerted distribution of bodies, surfaces, lights,
gazes; in an arrangement whose internal mechanisms produce the relation in
which individuals are caught up [...] Consequently, it does not matter who
exercises power [...] The panoptic schema makes any apparatus of power more
intense: it assures its economy (in material, in personnel, in time); it assures its
efficacity by its preventative character, its continuous functioning and its
automatic mechanisms. (Foucault 1995, p195)

The surveillance of the Panopticon thus serves as an allegory through which is revealed
the “capillary notion of power” (Cohen 2006, p213) that operates in a social
organisation. More subtly, Foucault also notes that the Panopticon also permits the

configuration of “power in advance”, and that such power “tends to [be] non-corporal”
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(Foucault 1995, p195); that is, power is not imposed in response to a loss of order;
rather, power operates ‘from the inside’ by regulating the means by which order is
maintained by the ‘selves’ of the subjects therein. In this, Foucault is exemplifying

subjectivation (here, ‘subjection’), as I discussed earlier:

A real subjection is born mechanically from a fictitious relation. So it is not
necessary to use force to constrain the convict to good behaviour, the madman to
calm, the worker to work...He who is subjected to a field of visibility, and who
knows it, assumes responsibility for the constraints of power; he makes them
play spontaneously upon himself; he inscribes in himself the power relation in
which he simultaneously plays both roles; he becomes the principle of his own
subjection (Foucault 1995, p201-2, emphases appended)

What Foucault describes as ‘normalizing judgements’ refers to the differentiation of
individuals from one another; that is, ‘rules’ are circulated that mark subjects in respect
of their ‘meeting’ of particular characteristics or thresholds. It is this way that the
‘conformity’ of individuai subjects can be ascertained. The normalizing judgement is
diffuse throughout the context in which it applies; it is, Foucault explains, a “perpetual
penality39 that traverses all points and supervises every instant...it differentiates,
hierarchizes, homogenizes, excludes. In short, it normalizes.” (Foucault 1995, p183).
Hence the normalizing judgement is understood to circulate a form of disciplinary
power that sorts, separates, establishes and constrains the ‘ideal’ character of the
individual subjécts within its domain. It is in this way that subjects are ‘made up’ to be

either (to use Foucault’s terminology) ‘incorrect’, or “knowable” (Foucault 1995, p172).

The examination incorporates the observation and normalizing judgement; the
observation, as discussed above, imposes upon subjects a “compulsory visibility”
(Foucault 1995, p187) so that their subjection to/within power is guaranteed. Unlike
hierarchical power, disciplinary power imposes itself through the visibility subjects
have of themselves: their experience of “always being able to be seen” functions to
maintain “the disciplined individual in his subjection” (Foucault 1995, p187). The
examination combines with the normalizing judgement to (re)form particular kinds of
subject and thereby render them ‘knowable’. As such, the examination promotes the
individualisation of the subject; he or she is observed (and is incited to observe him or
herself) by reference to the ‘norms’ that available within discourse and which are

circulated by disciplinary power:

% A state of constant ‘punishment’, the working of ‘discipline’ evoked in response to
disorder
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In a system of discipline, the child is more individualised than the adult, the
patient more than the healthy man, the madman and the delinquent more than
the normal and the non-delinquent... and when one wishes to individualize the
healthy, normal and law-abiding adult, 'it is always by asking him how much of
the child he has in him, what secret madness lies within him, what fundamental
crime he has dreamt of committing. (Foucault 1995, p193)
It follows, therefore, that those for whom ‘differences’ from such ‘norms’ may be extant
(for instance, the ‘sick’ patient, the ‘disabled’ student) then he or she will be subject to
more specific forms of observation, normalisation and examination. The (disabled)
student, for instance, may be subject to/of further examination. However, this account
of power does not appear to directly address the ‘power’ of legal discourses, to which

students (and administrators) are subject. It is therefore important to outline the

relationship of the law with ‘Foucauldian’ power.

LEGAL POWER

Although Foucault does not remove legal power from his analysis, he certainly
deprecates it within of his own particular formulation. Effectively, Foucault inverts the
conventional view of the power of the state (as, for instance, ordained through the law
or monarchy), and locates these forms of power as dependent upon other ‘networks’ of

power:

To pose the problem [of law and its prohibitions] in terms of the State means to
continue posing it in terms of sovereign and sovereignty, that is to say, in terms
of law...I don’t want to say that the State isn’t important; what I want to say is
that relations of power, and hence the analysis that must be made of them,
necessarily extend beyond the limits of the State...The State is superstructural in
relation to a whole series of power networks that invest the body, sexuality, the
family, kinship, knowledge, technology, and so forth...I would say that the State
consists in the codification of a whole number of power relations which render
its functioning possible (Foucault 2000a, p122)

Although, for instance, there are laws in operation within my research context (the
Disability Discrimination Act and its descendant legislation4°), a Foucauldian
conception of power (and hence discourse) would not afford the law total primacy in
respect of its influence upon practice. A Foucauldian analysis of power would arguably
be critical of analyses that presume that individuals (and organisations) simply ‘follow
and obey the law’. Rather, Foucault is suggesting that ‘the law’ only becomes ‘visible’

and meaningful when practised through those truths established by other networks of

“As recently enacted, The Equality Act (Great Britain 2010)
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power/discourse, for instance medicine or education. As such, legislation such as the
Disability Discrimination Act (and its successor) is limited or constrained by (other)

networks of power/knowledge through which its ‘truthfulness’ might be established:

“T am also thinking of the way in which a body as prescriptive as the penal
system sought its bases or its justification, at first of course in a theory of justice,
then, since the nineteenth century, in a sociological, psychological, medical and
psychiatric knowledge: it is as if even the word of the law could no longer be
authorised, in our society, except by a discourse of truth.” (Foucault 1981, p55)

As such, Foucault is concerned with the specificity with which power is articulated, and
not necessarily how particular practices may be understood as ‘consequences’ of the law
(for example, that administrators will simply ‘adhere to the law’, or that such laws
function alone to classify those with disabilities). Foucault’s concern is to interrogate
specific practices in order to reveal the function of power (and knowledge, and

discourse) that is in circulation in these local contexts.

It is in this way that a ‘Foucauldian analysis’ problematizes a consideration of ‘the
power’ of ‘legal discourse’. Arguably, ‘legal discourses’ can (in the contemporary
context) only function in relation to other discourses, such as those of medicine, or
education, that recognise legal discourses as ‘true’. As such, legal discourses may only
be maintained ‘in circulation’ if “they accord with, and fit in with, all of the other
statements which are authorised within our society” (Mills 2003, p58), for example
those of medicine and education. Therefore, although ‘the law’ might ostensibly be
understood to represent juridical, ‘top down’ or ‘repressive’ power, an analysis of
administrative practice will need to consider these ‘other discourses’ , the networks of
power/knowledge that they imply, and how they function alongside (and perhaps serve

to constrain and reformulate) ‘legal’ discourses.

APPLICATION

Foucault’s work has found expression in the work of disability theorists during the last
two decades (for instance, Corker 1998, 1999;Tremain 2005), however contestation
persist as to its consistency with the political mission of the ‘disability movement’ (see
chapter three). Although the social model and the ‘emancipatory research agenda’ have
been signposted by some in the ‘disability movement’ as providing an ‘alternative’
ontological foundation for disability research than those offered by impairment-
configured approaches, these too have been problematized by some observers who have

attempted to navigate the study of disability towards ‘alternative’, post-structural
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approaches to disability theory (Shakespeare 1994; Corker 2006; Tremain 2005). The

contribution that Foucault may make to this is now further considered.

Foucault’s conception of power/knowledge, discussed earlier, arguably places him in a
location somewhat at odds with both the medical and social models of disability.
Foucault’s notion of power is distributive (that is, it permeates the entire social world)
and possessing of repressive (restraining), and liberating (emancipating), tendencies.
Therefore whilst Foucault’s conception of power/knowledge might have utility in
explaining the formation and regulation of discourse around disability or impairment,
his conception of power/knowledge brings him in direct conflict with juridico-
discursive or ‘coercive’ conceptions of power which appear to form the foundation of
‘emancipatory’ disability theory. For example, within the ‘social model of disability’,
the subjugation and discrimination of disabled people is understood as a function of
their powerlessness (Tremain 2005); that is, ‘power’ in this sense is understood as
hierarchical, repressive and in respect of the disabled person, undesirable — a position
that appears at odds with a Foucauldian conception of power/knowledge. Yet for others,
somewhat paradoxically, the social modal has itself become a ‘new’ orthodoxy
(Shakespeare and Watson, 2002), and a seemingly ‘unchallengeable’ and legitimate

mode of representation that resists contestation and debate.

By offering a distributive conception of power/knowledge, Foucault might offer the
opportunity for liberation from this ‘binary opposition’ around which much disability
theory and research has traditionally been posited and which, some have argued, has
served to legitimate and reinforce the very opposition which it aims to overcome
(Corker 2006). Instead, a consideration of how these discourses function collectively in

the present would appear to be necessary:

It is clear that a discursive paradigm would problematize the concept of
disability as it is conceptualised within the (materialist) social model, since it
would seem to emphasise that disability is produced in the relationships between
impairment and oppression [...] there remains a sense in which this
emancipatory paradigm reinforces existing political and social standpoints and
knowledges, and recreates the relationship between elitist discourses of theory-
making and disability as a form of social oppression. Disabled people’s
emancipation will not be complete without the creation of a space where we can
ask theoretical questions about disability theory itself. (Corker 2006, p122)

Critics of this approach have suggested, however, that by ‘failing” to foreground the

impaired, corporeal body (that is, the material, biological basis of the body prior to its
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‘contact with’ discourse) Foucault lends little to an emancipatory agenda for disability
that is reliant upon the notion of the ‘embodied’ and ‘lived experience’ of disability or
impairment (Hughes 2005). For some, it appears that recognition of the experienced,
visceral and ‘impaired’ body necessitates exclusion from a theoretical standpoint for
disability that is constituted in relation to discourse and power/knowledge. Tremain
(2005) rejects this, noting that a Foucauldian reading of disability need not reject
materiality; rather, its concern is with understanding the historical and discursive

practices that enable the constitution of ‘the body’ as ‘impaired’.

Indeed, for some observers it is the social or emancipatory model itself that legitimates
the biological ‘account’ of impairment or disability: its “truth claims” (Campbell 2005,
p109) necessarily evoke binary oppositions or ‘difference’ (able-unable, normal-
different). However, whilst Foucault might not privilege the individual bodily
‘experience’, he does not appear to overlook material form entirely ; for Foucault, the
body (and its boundaries) might be considered a site upon which discourse is inscribed
(see also Butler 2006), and hence ‘impairment’ can be recognised by his theoretical

approach.

In respect of the contemporary workplace, Foucault’s position on power/knowledge,
surveillance and discipline are also of significance. Orthodox or ‘judicial’ modes of
understanding the functioning of power and discipline within the contemporary
organisation (the prison, school, supermarket, university, etc.) would favour a ‘central’
or hierarchical conception, privileging for example, the authoritarian power of the
prison Governor, manager or Principal. In contrast, Foucault’s diffuse and dynamic
notion of power (discussed earlier) permits an alternative comprehension. Whilst it is
evident that an employee may be employed (or a student may study, or prisoner gaoled)
within a particular organisation or, indeed, a specific building, the power/knowledge

that configures them, and their sub/super-ordinates will be total. Burrell notes:

[A]s we sit in our studies, we confront a world organized for us by telephone
companies, furniture manufacturers, publishers and clothes designers. The real
point is not that most of us do not live in carceral [prison-like] institutions and
can therefore escape from their discipline, but that, as individuals, we are
incarcerated within an organizational world. Thus, whilst we may not live in
total institutions, the institutional organization of our lives is total. It is in this
sense that Foucault’s comment ‘prisons resemble factories, schools, barracks,
hospitals which all resemble prisons’ has to be understood. (Burrell 1988,
p232)
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The conjunction between disability, organisation and the employee becomes particularly
pertinent when considered from this perspective. ‘Disability’, ‘impairment’,
‘management’ and ‘administration’, for example, are not independent, static, discursive
‘patterns’ imprinted on an organisation or its employees. Following Foucault,
employees (and their superiors) can be understood to be constituted by particular and
multiple configurations of discourse; the workplace is not (for most people) a prison
but, as Foucault demonstrates, just as discourses serve to constitute the prison as a
particular disciplinary environment, then so too perhaps for the workplace. There is not
‘more’ or ‘less’ power imbued upon individuals according to rank or status; rather,

power/knowledge operates in all places at all times within the organisation.

The apparatus of organisations are multiple. Most visibly, the architectural form of a
organisation, its internal ‘places’, spaces, and other surveillance features might be
subject to Foucauldian-informed scrutiny; more subtly, hidden or tacitly understood
practices might be elucidated that correspond with different modes of power/knowledge
(disciplinary, political, and identity-based) that act to resist the moré dominant forms of
power/knowledge in their context. Two examples help illustrate this. In her study of
‘Academic resistance to management’, Anderson (2008) noted how specific modes of
bureaucratic surveillance (staff appraisal, location sheets, student evaluations) were
utilised by University managers in order to regulate staff performance, and how staff
made efforts to resist or oppose these. In this study, ‘academic’ discourses are (in effect)
established in opposition to ‘managerial’ discourses, and whereas resistance to
‘managerial’ discourses were tacitly understood, her methodology enabled insight to be
gained into how resistance was performed by academic staff and how particular

identities and ‘truths’ were negotiated within the interview context itself:

These interviews provided an ‘off-stage social site’ [...] in which the hidden
transcript was disseminated—sometimes in hushed tones—to the researcher,
who was understood as a fellow academic, and therefore fellow subordinate.
(Anderson 2008, p257)

A different example is provided by Iedema and Rhodes’s study within a ‘spinal injury
unit’ (Iedema and Rhodes 2010). The discourses they explore relate to intra-disciplinary
communication between hospital staff of different professional disciplines, and the
surveillance of their practice. Their discursive approach overcomes ‘official’
(disciplinary or hierarchical) hospital relationships (for example, between Doctor and

Nurse); instead they ‘recover’ those communications which occurred ‘between’ the
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traditional boundaries of practice, thereby revealing greater insight into operation of

surveillance in this particular context:

Our general point here is that the study of surveillance in organizations can be
extended by an examination of what surveillance does when it is located in
particular sites of practice, and when its deployment does not (just) render
people either passive or resistant. (Iedema and Rhodes 2010, p202)

Both these examples demonstrate how Foucauldian-informed ‘discourse’ approaches
can serve to reveal discourses ‘buried’ in complex organisational contexts where more
‘visible’ or orthodox discourses are apparent. The challenge of this research project is
similar, and so some methodological implications of Foucauldian theory can now be

outlined.

LINKING RESEARCH QUESTIONS TO THEORETICAL POSITION

My research questions (chapter one) necessitated my detailed consideration of an
appropriate research design. My research aims included a consideration of the ‘events’
that characterised administrative practice associated with disability, the understanding
of such practices as articulated and explained by the administrators, and would
necessarily include my consideration of the contexts in which such administrative work
was being enacted. Hence I needed to engage directly with administrators, observe their
workplaces and practices, and discuss with them their ‘response’ to the disability
experiences of others, their relationships with one another during the conduct of their

work, and their relationship with legal and organisational authorities.

As T understood little of the details of the ‘administrators’ experience’ prior to
commencing this research, I demanded a research design that could accommodate, with
sufficient flexibility, the possibility that I would encounter the indefinite or ‘unknown’.
My personal location (discussed in chapter one) also arguably necessitated that I
embrace a theoretical position that problematized narrow (perhaps disciplinary-bound)
notions of ‘what it was possible to say’ about disability; that is, I wished to avoid a
research design that characterised in advance a particular political or ideological
standpoint in respect of disability. I therefore sought to develop a research design that
did not explicitly chéracterise in advance a range of responses from administrators.
Hence my research design needed to address concerns that were concurrently personal,
theoretical, political and practical, and this led me to select a qualitative, ethnographic

research design, the further rationale for which I discuss later in this thesis (chapter six).
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Translating Foucauldian philosophy into a practical research design was problematic,
not least because Foucault offers scant direction to his readership in this regard (Kendall
and Wickham 1999; Hook 2001; Mills 2003; Hook 2005); however, some direction may
be inferred from his later commentaries (Foucault 1980) where he offers
methodological “precautions” (Foucault 1980, p96). First, my use of Foucault invited a
consideration of power, his unorthodox reading of which I discussed earlier in this
chapter. An analysis of power should not necessarily be concerned with “central
locations [and] general mechanisms” (Foucault 1980, p97). That is, Foucault is
concerned with locating the articulation of power, “the extreme point of its exercise”
(Foucault 1980, p97),*! where power is understood to intervene with a thoroughly
‘local’ effect. For example, using his theme of ‘punishment’, Foucault is less interested
in the ‘requirement’ or ‘necessity’ of punishment; rather, he is more concerned with
how this is articulated in terms of specific “apparatuses”, for instance, “torture or
imprisonment” (Foucault 1980, p97). This means that a feature of my methodology and

analytical approach is a concern for practices that are ‘local’ in their character.

Second, Foucault rejects the analysis of ‘sovereign power’, that which might be
understood to be ‘applied’ by a dominating individual or state. Rather, he is concerned
with power “at the level of ongoing subjugation” (Foucault 1980, p97); that is, how
power/knowledge (and hence the presupposition of certain ‘truths’) serve to constitute,
or make, particular subjects. This suggests that a feature of my methodology and
analytical approach is a interest in how categories of people are ‘made’ and ‘remade’
(see Hacking 2007) in administrative practice. This means that I should not privilege the
role of, for example, ‘management’ in the ‘making’ of the administrative worker, and
nor should I routinely accept, consistent with my personal location (chapter 1), the
ideological tenets of the social model of disability; that is, I should reject prior

assumptions and instead seek ‘alternative’ explanations.

Third, and related to the above, although Foucault considers the individual to be an
“effect of power” (Foucault 1980, p97), he also argues that power “circulates” (Foucault
1980, p98); that is, power is productive and conductive; it supports the assembly of
recognisable subjects and enables their operation. Hence, although I might consider
certain categories of individual to be ‘made’ through their contact with power (for

example, the category ‘administrator’ might be understood to be an ‘effect’ of power), I

4 Douglas (2002) also makes a very similar point
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might instead consider that (following Hacking 2004, 2007) that it may be the
administrators, as an effect of this, who ‘re-make’ themselves, and others: that is, they
are both formed through power, and power is articulated through them. This means that
I cannot take as ‘guaranteed’ that administrators are simply ‘obeying’ the law or policy,

and my methodology needs to question and problematize this.

Fourth, I should be interested in the techniques of power (Foucault 1980). This means
that my methodological approach needs to be able to describe the ‘mechanisms’ that are
in operation at the ‘local’ level of practice; for example, such mechanisms might include
those that promote the (administrative) categorisation of disability or impairment, and
how exclusion or inclusion is practised by the administrative workers themselves. This I
also relate strongly to the anthropological theory of Mary Douglas: her thesis (Douglas
2002), which I considered earlier, directly addresses the exclusion and inclusion of
categories of people and how such divisions might be understood to be effected and
regulated. As such, her invitation to examine specific strategies that serve, for instance,

to reduce ambiguity or label practices as ‘dangerous’ are of interest to my analysis.

Therefore, my encounter with structuralist anthropology (see chapter four) led me to
recognise the utility that an ethnographic approach might offer, particularly in respect to
the marking of “divisions’ related to notions of disability; the methodological practices
(ethnographic in character) are strongly implied within her work. However, my reading
of Foucault (in particular Foucault 1995) invited me to consider disability as a notion
that was contingent, partial and ‘truthful’ in certain places, at certain times. I needed to
accommodate the play of history, power and contingency that may have served
constitute the notion of disability and the subjects to whom this might apply, and
recognise the contested nature of this. As such, a qualitative, ethnographic approach
appeared to offer me opportunities in these respects, and this is something I discuss in

the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 6: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN

CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter describes in detail my methodological position, research design, analytical
approach, and also contains a comprehensive account of my ethical considerations. I
first provide a rationale for my choice of an ethnographic design. I then discuss gaining
access to the research field, and my selection of respondents and places. I then discuss
in detail the nature and extent of my fieldwork, including details of the observations and
interviews I undertook, and what I gained from these methods. I then discuss my
analytical approach, linking this to the theoretical contexts of earlier chapters. I also
describe how I selected data for analysis, and issues of data quality. The closing section
of this chapter provides a comprehensive account of my ethical position and practices,
drawing upon the Association of Social Anthropologists (ASA) ethical guidelines

(2011), and more recent empirical work.

CHOOSING ETHNOGRAPHY

Ethnography is associated with the discipline of anthropology; that is, ‘ethnography’ is
what practitioners of anthropology ‘do’ in order to generate understanding (Geertz
1973). Ethnography is understood to have emerged from the coalescing of two
anthropological fields: the study of “native peoples” (Turner 2006, p176), which
approached a zenith during the nineteenth century, and the study of urban cultures
(predominantly in the United States) in the first half of the twentieth century (Turner
2006). However, in the second half of the twentieth century an “assault on Western
ethnocentrism” (Vidich and Lyman 2003, p65-66) is seen to emerge that questioned the
epistemic basis of anthropological practice, denying opportunities for the study of those
characterised as ‘alien’ or ‘other’. Anthropology is then seen to reposition its interests
towards immediate localities: people and groups understood to have arisen as ‘Other’ in
the revised social and economic contexts of the second half of the twentieth century

(Vidich and Lyman 2003).

A chronology for ethnography throughout this period has been described (Denzin and
Lincoln 2008a). A “traditional period” is understood to be associated with the
application of positivist methodologies and the production of “colonizing accounts”
(Denzin and Lincoln 2008a, p19-20) that locate the researcher as an ‘observer’ of the

(typically non-Western) ‘other’. A departure from this position is marked by the
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emergence of the ‘Chicago school’ in the first half of the twentieth century, and an
increased attention to issues of race and poverty (Vidich and Lyman 2003) and,
critically, the personal location of the ethnographer in the creation of ethnographic ‘text’
(Whyte 1993; Denzin and Lincoln 2008a).

The ‘later’ moments of qualitative enquiry (“the modernist phase”, “blurred genres”,
“crisis of representation” and the “triple crisis” (Denzin and Lincoln 2008, p20) mark
the consolidation of qualitative research as a recognised sub-discipline of anthropology
and a critical ‘troubling’ of the methods of enquiry used: their subjects, their
representational claims, and their authorship. This ‘revised vista’ for qualitative research
invites a discussion on how the notion of ‘truth’ may be multiply read, how categorical
‘knowledge’ about groups of people may be problematized, and how ethnography as
‘practice’ helps to produce (construct) meaning. Clifford’s introduction in the key text
Writing Culture (Clifford and Marcus 1986) neatly outlines the ethnographic vista from

which my research has emerged:

[Ethnography] poses its questions at the boundaries of civilisations, cultures,
classes, races and genders. Ethnography decodes and recodes, telling the
grounds of collective order and diversity, inclusion and exclusion. It describes
processes of innovation and structuration, and is itself part of these processes.
(Clifford and Marcus 1986, p2-3)

A study of workplace knowledge and practice concerned with administrators and their
involvement with ‘disability’ necessarily encounters multiple discourses, including
those that might be characterised as ‘medical’, ‘bureaucratic’ or perhaps ‘judicial’. My
research interests appeared to be “actively situated between powerful systems of
meaning” (Clifford and Marcus 1986, p2) and, following Foucault (2000b), I sought to
question the nature of these ‘discourses’. However, I was not primarily concerned to
elucidate the essential ‘meaning’ of concepts such as ‘disability’ or ‘administration’ in
this specific workplace: I was instead concerned with how such concepts became

meaningful or ‘commonsensical’ in this time and place for the administrators.

2 See Whyte’s reflections within Street Corner Society (1993, p355-6, 358), originally

published in 1943, documenting this change in emphasis.
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THE CHARACTER OF ETHNOGRAPHIC INQUIRY

Prior to my description and discussion of the specific methods selected and used within
this research, a brief outline of the characteristics of ethnography, as I understand and
apply it here, is required. Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) summarise ethnography to
be:

[Participation], overtly or covertly, in people’s daily lives for an extended period
of time, watching what happens, listening to what is said, and/or asking
questions [...] collecting whatever data are available to throw light on the issues
that are the emerging focus of enquiry. (Hammersley and Atkinson 2007, p3)

One key characteristic of ethnography is the seeking of ‘thick description’, an oft-cited
(and variously interpreted) tenet of Geertz’s thesis (Geertz 1973).® For some, ‘thick
description’ has been understood as the construction of highly detailed ethnographic
texts (Atkinson and Delemont 2008). Whilst ‘thick description” might be characterised
in this way, my reading of Geertz’s use of this concept relates to how texts might be
multiply read; hence to be ‘thick’, a description must consider those “multiple codings
that generate meaning” (Atkinson and Delemont 2008, p299). For this research, I find
that Geertz’s reading of ‘thick description’ coheres with a Foucauldian formulation of
power, as I discussed earlier. That is, the ‘cultural practices’ described might be
understood “not [as] power...to which social events, behaviours, institutions or
processes can be causally attributed” (Geertz 1973, p14), but rather as venue in which

Foucauldian (non-hierachical) power relations are described.

Another key characteristic of ethnography is its concern for groups of people, their
‘everyday’ experiences, and the shared meanings that constitute their culture (Fine
2003; Hammersley and Atkinson 2007; Prus 2007; Alvesson and Skoldberg 2009).
However, ethnography’s historical association with anthropology might lead to an
understanding that it might only be associated with non-Western contexts (Vidich and
Lyman 2003). More recently, ethnography’s relationship with the study of isolated
groups has been challenged, and the emergence of ‘multi-sited’ ethnography illustrates
how contemporary ethnographic theory and practice is attempting to redress its
(outmoded) anthropological heritage (Marcus 1998; Gustavson and Cytrynbaum 2003).
Applied to this study, I understand the term ‘multi-sited’ to be apposite, as I anticipated

* Geertz notes that he ‘borrows’ the term ‘thick description’ from Gilbert Ryle. A
‘thick description’ might not in itself be textually dense, as Geertz’s summary of Ryle’s
‘winking’ episode demonstrates (see Geertz 1973, p6-7).
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contact with groups of people in a contemporary institution (Smith 2006). However, my
‘closeness’ to such a context brought with it challenges that I address later in this

chapter. First, however, I consider my fieldwork methods.

ENTERING THE FIELD

My existing employee role afforded me near-unrestricted access to most areas of the
University. Whilst in many respects this was advantageous (for example, I could
legitimately dwell in an area without cultivating undue attention), it also made me
particularly sensitive of my responsibilities in respect of avoiding undue intrusion and
exploitation of my existing workplace relationships and their collegiality, the ethical
and epistemological aspects of which I discuss in greater detail later in this chapter.
Nonetheless, ‘access’ to places and people was something I considered, and I now detail

my response.

NEGOTIATING ACCESS TO PEOPLE AND PLACES

To gain access to ‘junior’ administrators (for interview), I initially identified a senior
faculty administrator who I felt might act as ‘gatekeeper’ to individual administrators. I
provided her with written information about my research proposal, a copy of the
‘consent’ form that I planned to use, and evidence of my ethical ‘approval’ by the local
Ethics Committee. I was granted unconditional access to the administrative staff of the
Faculty, albeit with the caveat that I needed to be ‘mindful’ of their workload.** In
contrast, other staff ** did not necessitate access through a ‘gatekeeper’, and I negotiated
with them directly. I then provided all potential respondents I had identified with
written information and a ‘consent’ form. All agreed to participate, and no conditions

(other than my accommodation of their working patterns) were introduced by them.

For ‘staff meetings’ I did not need to pre-arrange my attendance, as this would
ordinarily be expected at many of these events. I did, however, need to inform
gatekeepers (normally an administrator) of my ‘research role’; however, as all of those I
approached regarding my access to meetings I had previously invited for interview for
this research, all were already familiar with the scope of my research, and on no

occasion was I refused access. For ‘staff training’ events, I negotiated access with the

* 1 discuss later my use of senior gatekeepers to mediate access to members of the
administrative staff as part of my ethical considerations.

% Senior administrators and those in ‘specialist’ or leadership roles.
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training ‘coordinators’, outlining my reasons for attending and informing them of my
‘concurrent’ research activity. I recognised, however, that the role of these gatekeepers
was to ensure that sufficient attendees were available to make the event ‘viable’, and
that they would not be facilitating the events in person. As such, I then contacted the
event facilitators in order to discuss with them the ‘researcher’ role I was also

practising, in addition to my ‘trainee’ role. Again, on no occasion was I refused access.

CHOOSING RESPONDENTS

In contrast to quantitative studies, where the sample selection is related to the inferences
that may be made to a larger population following gathering and analysis of data, for a
qualitative study the researcher is concerned with the relationship between data and
theory (Silverman 2005; Bryman 2008). For this research I made selections of
respondents based not on the demographic contours of the research field (for example,
age, ethnicity, gender); rather, I invited respondents to participate in relation to their
workplace roles and relationships, and how these might have related to my theoretical
interests. However, as I inadequately understood the administrative ‘experience’ prior to
the fieldwork, my selection, invitation and recruitment of respondents was tentative and
always provisional: that is, I could not always be confident at the point of recruitment
the extent of contribution an individual respondent might eventually make to my

research.

My recruitment to this research was both purposive and theoretical (Silverman 2005;
Bryman 2008). A ‘purposive’ approach is concerned with making respondent selections
that “illustrate some feature or process” of interest (Silverman 2005, p.129). This does
not equate to convenience or accessibility, but rather suggests selecting participants on
the basis of what is already known about the field of enquiry, and how the choice of
contact with those already in the field will best realise data most pertinent to the
enquiry. A ‘theoretical’ approach to sampling is closely related: whereas with purposive
sampling, the concern is to illustrate some particular activity or characteristic within the
field of enquiry, theoretical sampling is concerned with making sampling decisions on
the basis of the (early) theorizing that is being undertaken, and how this articulates with

the over-arching aims of the research (Silverman 2005; Bryman 2008).

Whilst a (positivist) ‘sampling’ approach might have inspired me to ‘recruit’ from those
individuals categorised as ‘junior administrators’, my earliest discussions with

administrators themselves helped me identify a more oblique strategy. For example, a
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discussion with a ‘senior administrator’ led to me establishing contact with another
administrator involved with the delivery of ‘employment support’; similarly, a
discussion with a ‘junior administrator’ about her ‘disability training’ led to my enquiry
into the organisation of these events; a ‘sampling’ approach based upon institutional
‘categories’ alone may have failed to locate these respondents. My approach here was
not, therefore, “haphazard” (Smith 2006, p33). Rather, it enabled me to trace
‘connections’ on the basis of my research aims and to identify events and experiences

that were ‘new’ or unfamiliar to me.

I considered four key characteristics when selecting respondents. First, I understood that
new administrative roles were emergent within Higher Education (Szekeres 2004;
Whitchurch 2006, 2008). I therefore aimed to recruit respondents to my research whose
roles might represent these changes. This led me to identify potential respondents who
were associated with disability-related ‘support’, staff training, and the provision of
disability resources. Second, I understood that ‘administrative work’ may be a
classification fails to recognise the complex nature of much ‘non-academic’ work in
contemporary Higher Education settings (Dobson and Conway 2003). As such, I aimed
to recruit respondents who were employed in (ostensibly) administrative posts, yet
whose roles were cross-disciplinary in character, sometimes bridging academic,

administrative and management functions.

Third, I understood that some of the administrators worked closely with people with
disabilities on a regular basis, or undertook work closely associated with statutory or
policy requirements in respect of disability. This led me to identify potential

respondents who worked in programme-level administrative roles (for example, student
admission and progression) or training and education roles. Fourth, I suspected
(following Douglas 2002) that some administrators may have been witness to practices
associated with of ‘marginal’ or ‘liminal’ classifications of disability or impairment that
may have served to problematize the aforementioned policy positions; this led me to
identify potential respondents working in areas that undertook the ‘initial assessment’ of

people in respect of disability, for instance university ‘support’ services.

My first respondents were recruited through my frequent ‘office visits’: these were

administrators I already knew and frequently worked alongside. From this group, I

invited the participation of a smaller number of junior administrators, whose work

related strongly to my theoretical interests. Using these existing peer networks, I
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identified further potential respondents, akin to a “snowball” sampling technique (see
Bryman 2008, p184); these were administrators in ‘specialist’ or ‘central’ University
roles (for example, ‘training’). Alongside this approach, I utilised the University’s staff
‘directory’ to contact individuals in core administrative roles with a responsibility for

disability and disability policy, for example staff within ‘human resources’ departments.

Later, I adopted a strategy based on data gathered during my earliest interviews and
fieldwork observations: when a respondent identified an activity within the organisation
that related to my enquiry, I would then (with the consent of my original respondent)
pursue this using electronic mail with the person(s) concerned, for example those in
‘employment’ and ‘human resource’ roles. I also monitored the “all staff” electronic
mail system (a daily messaging system, received by all staff), looking for individuals
who might offer an opportunity to discuss or observe practices related to disability. For
example, an ‘all staff” e-mail that communicated a new administrative system relating to
disability provided an opportunity for my purposeful recruitment of a senior

administrator.

When deciding whether to include a respondent within my research, I considered their
“enculturation” or ‘embeddedness’ within the specific context; their current
“involvement” in the field of enquiry; their contact with aspects of the field that were
“unfamiliar”; their available time to participate; and their ‘insider’ status and non-
engagement with the “analytic” aspects of the enquiry (Spradley 1979, p46). All my
respondents had worked for the organisation for at least twelve months, and a majority a
much longer time; all were thoroughly engaged in ‘administrative work’ and were, as
such, ‘insiders’; all were engaged directly with ‘disability’ policy or practice, and all
had adequate time to speak with me. In total, twelve administrators, practising various
roles, were recruited for face-to-face interviewing; fortunately, once approached, none

refused my invitation to participate in my research.

CHOOSING PLACES

I also sought to identify the locations in which administrative activity was being
undertaken that related to disability. Whilst my primary goal in identifying these places
or contexts was to locate individual respondents, my identification of these places was
also of importance if I was to characterise (and theorize from) the physical spaces in
which administrators performed their workplace activities. Some areas were included

following the invitation of a ‘known’ administrator who had already afforded me access
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to that area. My visits to the personnel office, ‘learning support’ and employment
centres were realised in this manner as a consequence of administrators’ agreement to
participate in face-to-face interviewing. Conversely, my selection of other contexts, for
example the ‘programmes’ offices, were led by my existing knowledge of

administrative activity.

FIELDWORK METHODS

Ethnography is principally empirical work (Taylor 2002), with various modes of
observation and interaction with participants providing methodological foundation
(Taylor 2002; Silverman 2001). These methods include observation (Taylor 2002;
Silverman 2001), interviews (Smith 2006; Alvesson 2003; Denzin 2001), focus groups
(Kamberelis and Dimitriadis 2008; Silverman 2004); participant observation (Smith
2006) and the use of visual imagery or maps (Maher and Dixon 2002; Harper 2008).
The fieldwork for this research was undertaken predominantly during the years 2007
and 2009, following the approval of two research ethics committees in 2006 (discussed
later) and my selected fieldwork methods were primarily observation and in-depth
interview. In describing fieldwork methods, I recognise that a range of ethical concerns
may be raised; for ethnography, these are somewhat complex and, as such, I address

them more comprehensively later in this chapter.

OBSERVATIONAL FIELDWORK

My observational fieldwork role varied between one that was ostensibly ‘participatory’
and ‘impromptu’, to one which was largely ‘non-participatory’ Bryman (2008). A
‘participant-as-observer’ role was that with which I most identified, where workers in
the research field were aware of my status as a researcher, and I was participating with
the ‘everyday’ activities of the workplace (Bryman 2008). Typical examples of these
encounters included my participation in staff training events, staff meetings, and ‘ad
hoc’ conversations with administrators that occurred during the practice of our usual
roles. I participated in activities as a fellow employee, whilst also utilising such
experiences as opportunities for data collection in the form of research field notes that I

compiled following the encounters; I discuss field notes later in this section.

The ‘observer-as-participant’ was another role that I adopted. This relates to situations
where I was unable to “genuinely participate” (Bryman 2008, p410) within an activity

as I lacked the relevant knowledge, skills or authority: that is, it was not my prescribed
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role in this workplace to do so. I still interacted with respondents by, for instance,
asking them to explain their activities to me. An example of where I undertook the
observer-as-participant role would be the time I spent observing the role of the
employment advisors; in these situations I only observed and, in order to avoid undue
intrusion, I only asked impromptu questions with the intention of pursuing more
detailed questions during planned interviews at a later time. I never, however, acted as a
‘complete observer’ (Bryman 2008); indeed, whilst it might have been possible to style
some of my encounters as ‘non participatory’ I was, by virtue of my existing role and

relationships with respondents always ‘embedded’ within the research field.

What I gained from undertaking observations

Between mid-2007 and late-2008 I attended staff training events bi-annually,*® using
this experience to develop composite field notes. Training events were offered to all
staff members; of these, the regular events styled as ‘disability awareness training’ I felt
to be of direct interest to my enquiry. The events I attended were typically organised for
a four-to-six hour period; these were structured encounters with clear ‘start’ and ‘end’
times that were specified by the organisers in advance. Typically, ‘training’ events were
held in one of the University’s ‘training suites’, and would normally include no more
than twenty participants, including at least one trainer or ‘facilitator’. From my
participation in staff ‘training events’, I was able to gain insight into the practice of
staff training with respect to disability, examine and use training documents, listen to
the presentations of the trainers, and interact with other participants. Crucially, these
experiences also enabled me to gain insight into the ‘folk’ or ‘insider’ vernacular of the
organisation (Spradley 1979; Wengraf 2001; Tremblay 2005) in relation to disability,
and how this was deployed by them.*’

Similarly for staff meetings: these, too, were variable in length, although normally more

than one hour long, and less than four. Some meetings were ‘structured’ around a pre-

%6 All employees of this organisation are required to attend these events annually. Since
2010, the organisation has also offered staff the ‘opportunity’ to conduct this training
via an online ‘learning environment’. As this did not invite my direct participation with
administrators, and as it was introduced somewhat late in my fieldwork, I did not
incorporate this into my enquiry.

47 Although I already shared some ‘insider’ language with those present at the training
events, I was also aware that my professional discipline (health care) possessed its own
idiom in relation to disability and impairment (that is, predominantly derived from a
medical conception of impairment) and so I could not claim to be familiar with that
used within administrative contexts; these insights were invaluable during later analysis.
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circulated agenda, whilst others were less formal,48

with scope for spontaneous
contributions. Between mid-2007 and mid-2009 I attended a number of meetings that
enabled me to further my insight of programme administration, the provision of
‘support’ to students with disabilities, the role of training agencies, and ‘new’
administrative roles. My observations enabled me to gain insight into the relationships
between administrators of different roles, and how local policies and national legislation
(relating to disability) were comprehended by them. Through these, I also gain insight
into both ‘formal’ (institutionally-prescribed) relationships between staff and more
informal “boundaries of communities” (Tremblay 2005, p154; Smith 2006) that I
suspected might also have been extant. For example, whilst I understood from my own
experience of this workplace the ‘hierarchical’ staff structures that were in place, at
these events I learned about ‘informal’ and non-hierarchical networks of staff that

operated ‘across’ staff groupings and which contributed to the ‘administrative work’ of

the Faculty.

I also experienced unplanned, ad-hoc or ‘“fleeting” encounters (Brown and Durrheim
2009; ASA 2011, pl), where administrators would ‘engage’ me in conversation about a
specific issue (for example, ‘disability disclosure’) whilst we undertook ‘everyday’
work. These observations would last for, at most, several minutes, and would occur
frequently (when arriving for a meeting, for example). I did not, however, commit these
conversations to field notes because, unlike our planned interviews, I had not negotiated
their informed consent and, by virtue their ‘fleeting’ nature, I felt it to be inappropriate
to attempt to seek such consent retrospectively, as I discuss later. However, as the
majority of the administrators with whom I was in regular contact were invited to
participate with in-depth interviews, I incorporated, with their consent, some of these

‘fleeting’ observations into the field notes that accompanied transcribed interview data.

All of these experiences allowed me to observe and re-examine my understanding of the
‘practices’, ‘spaces’ and ‘places’ in which administrative work was conducted. My
reading of Foucault (in particular, Foucault 1995) invited me to consider how those

places that were ostensibly ‘spaces for work’ might also be understood as spaces

*® I use a broad definition of ‘meetings’ here. Whilst some gatherings of staff were
arranged in advance, formally styled as a ‘meeting’, and subject to specific procedures
(for example, the recording of ‘minutes’), others were highly informal, and may not
necessarily be styled as a ‘meeting’: for example, impromptu gatherings of staff when
‘discussing’ an ‘issue’.
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constitutive of discourse. For instance, by observing administrators’ practices, I could
use these opportunities to study administrative apparatus (for instance, the process of
disability assessment) which offered to reveal further insights into the circulation of

power/discourse and the nature of knowledge that was being used by the administrators.

Furthermore, observations also invited my exploration of the relation between discourse
and the ‘space’ and material/technological forms of administrative workplaces and how
these functioned to constitute particular kinds of people, such as administrators or
people with disabilities (Foucault 1995; Anderson 2005; Youdell 2006) or, how work,
space and technologies intersected to constitute administrative ‘selves’ or ‘disabled’
subjects (Goggin and Newall 2005; Winiecki 2007, 2009). In addition, my observations
of all of these practices also offered opportunities to consider ritual activities,

particularly in respect of the amelioration of risk or danger (Douglas 2002).

INTERVIEW FIELDWORK

Interviewing in contemporary qualitative research is marked by a reappraisal of its
function and of the epistemological status of the data sought: whereas traditional (or
naive, positivist) notions of the interview might understand them to represent a neutral
attempt to ‘gain answers’ (Fontana and Frey 2008), the “crisis in representation”
(Denzin and Lincoln 2008a, p4) that marked the progress of qualitative research in the
later twentieth century troubled the notion that the interview was purely a
straightforward ‘reception’ of knowledge. Instead, the qualitative interview was to be
seen as a ‘co-production’ of knowledge (Heyl 2007) that reflected not only an exchange
of words (which might be afforded the status of ‘truth”), but in its production, the
interview was also to be understood as embedded within concerns regarding authority
(of researcher and respondent), the context in which ‘talk’ arose, the ethical nature of
the research relationship, and the political or representational ambitions of those who

participated.

Locating this contemporary vision of the qualitative interview within a Foucauldian
context was challenging. At the outset of my research, I aimed to utilise unstructured
interviewing techniques (Wengraf 2001; Silverman 2005), a position I felt to be

concordant with a Foucauldian rejection of the ‘inevitability’ of particular concepts or
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practices (Foucault 1995; Hook 2001; Mills 2003; Hook 2005).*> Wherever possible, I
sought to suspend (or, at least, attempt to problematize) “second order judgements”
(Kendall and Wickham 1999, p13), that is, “judgements that you have not made
yourself” (Mills 2003, p115). For example, I was guarded with my import of
preordained ‘definitions’ of disability into the interview context; similarly, I was

cautious not to privilege a position ‘on’ disability (for instance, the ‘social model’).

Interviewing is, arguably, the most predominant method of data collection used in
contemporary ethnographic fieldwork (Heyl 2007), often selected for their focus upon
the elucidation of cultural meaning, as expressed in the language of the respondent
(Spradley 1979; Wengraf 2001), and motivated by a “desire to hear from people directly
how they interpret their experiences” (Heyl 2007, p370). Motivated by these features, I

selected to undertake unstructured interviewing, whereby:

The researcher uses at most an aide-memoire as a brief set of prompts to him- or
herself to deal with a certain set of topics. There may be just a single question
that the interviewer asks, and the interviewee is then allowed to respond freely,
with the interviewer simply responding to points that seem worthy of being
followed up. (Bryman 2008, p438)

During the earliest periods of data collection I chose to draft a short interview
schedule.”® The purpose of this schedule was not to itemise specific questions; rather, I
used it as a prompt to ensure that my discussions with respondents around certain key
areas (for example, disability or administrative work) were incorporated
comprehensively (Tremblay 2005) into our conversations. I discovered the utility of the
interview schedule varied according to the individual respondent with whom I was
talking, and during the later stages of my research I reduced my reliance upon the
interview schedule as my confidence grew, and the focus points of my enquiry became
clearer. All in-depth and pre-arranged interviews were audio-recorded, with the
respondents’ consent, onto a portable electronic device, and later transferred into a

password-secured electronic archive.

4 For instance, in Discipline and Punish (Foucault 1995), Foucault questions the
inevitability of particular forms of punishment; similarly, in The History of Sexuality
(Foucault 1978), Foucault rejects presuppositions about the nature of sexuality in
Victorian England

%0 See the appendix to this thesis
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My in-depth interviews with respondents varied in length between one and two hours;
combinations of pre-arranged activities (for example, a visit to a particular office) often
comprised a period of observation and ‘social’ participation (refreshments, casual
conversation), observation of work activities (staff meeting or administrative tasks),
only then followed by an individual interview, as negotiated. Interviews that were pre-
arranged usually took place within the office spaces of the respondents. For the staff
who shared their normal working space with others (including the public), I identified a
separate area in which we could talk without intrusion. For the administrators within the
University environment, these were either unoccupied teaching spaces, or ante-rooms to
larger office areas. For those in external roles, interview locations were identified in an
ad-hoc manner, and included kitchen areas, unused annexes and (on one occasion) the

derelict top-floor room of an office building.

What I gained from conducting interviews

From interviewing respondents directly, I gained insight into the ‘use’ made by
respondents of respondent-vernacular and disability ‘classifications’. Asking for the
‘local’ use of a particular concept or principle as incorporated within practice (for
example, ‘disability policy’) enabled me to theorise ‘beyond’ language-use ‘alone’, and
gain insight into those discourses that might be understood to ‘make up’ administrative
work. I did not wish to ‘test’ the “translation competence” (Spradley 1979, p20) of
respondents;’" rather, I invited respondents to describe concepts and practices as they
would have ordinarily used them within their workplace. I was also not concerned to
reveal the ‘inner resources’ or ‘hidden thoughts’ of the respondent (a position
incongruous with a Foucauldian stance; see Hook 2005). Rather, I was interested in
answering the question: “How is it that these people are saying what they’re saying?”
(Didi Khayatt, cited in DeVault and McCoy 2006, p40).

How my respondents were interpreting and valuing (Alvesson and Karreman 2000)
disability-related concerns offered insights into how they might not only be simply
reacting ‘to’ particular ‘disability discourses’, but also how they were actively
implicated in the production and circulation of these discourses (see Mills 2003). For
instance, only by interviewing respondents directly would I ultimately learn about their

‘moral’ commitment in respect of disability, or the ‘fear’ they felt of ‘saying the wrong

>! That is, the propensity for respondents to attempt to ‘explain’ concepts in terms that
the ‘outsider’ might understand and use themselves (see Spradley 1979).
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thing’. My interest in both these examples was not motivated by their (or my) ‘moral’
standpoint or ‘fears’ per se, but rather what such utterances suggested about their
‘making up’ as administrative subjects, their subjectivation (Foucault 1990), within

discourse.

I also gained insights into the epistemological status of the knowledge I was aiming to
derive from my research. For instance, I learned that by conducting interviews I risked
explicitly incorporating ‘my’ own “social science agendas” (Brown and Durrheim 2009,
p914) into the data and subsequent analysis (for instance, introducing concepts such as
‘the social model’). In addition, face-to-face interviewing of respondents enabled me to
more actively consider and reflect upon my position as both ‘insider’ (fellow employee)
and ‘outsider’ (researcher; academic team member) with individual respondents. Whilst
I did not ask respondents about their ‘perception’ of our relationship, my elucidation of
their perception of their ‘administrative selves’ did enable me to reflect on my own
position in relation to theirs, both in respect of the development of our rapport during
the conduct of the research and also when I needed to consider the epistemological

status of my data, which I return to in a later chapter.

Later, I discovered, this stance became problematic: conversations, particularly those
conducted in a ‘culturally familiar’ environment, necessarily involved the exchange of
knowledge which appeared ‘natural’ or ‘taken for granted’ in that particular context
(Geertz 1993); that is, respondents may have expected me to know what they knew.
Furthermore, such a stance risked not problematizing issues of ‘authority’ and ‘truth’
(who could speak, the status of their knowledge, and how this was framed through
discourse); that is, I risked overlooking the epistemological status of the data that I
sought and collected, given my ‘closeness’ to the context; I further discuss my closeness
and familiarity with the research context in a later section of this chapter, and I return to
a consideration of the epistemic character of the interpretations I make in the final

chapter of this thesis.

FIELD NOTES

When undertaking interviewing and observation, it was challenging for me to
demarcate between that which was ‘casual’ observation and that which was ‘deliberate’
or purposeful observation: I did not purposefully ‘start observing’ at a single point in
time, and nor did I ‘stop’ observing at a set point in time; I was, to a greater or lesser

extent, always participating within the field, necessarily varying this in relation to my
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intentions and roles at the time (Bryman 2008), and attempting to maintain a “self-
conscious awareness” (Hammersley and Atkinson 2007, p80) of how I was both
learning from the experience and ‘producing’ knowledge through my research
endeavours. However, in respect of making written ethnographic field notes, I felt the
need to differentiate between ‘casual’ observation and ‘active’ ethnographic
‘engagement’. As such, my written field notes generally commenced during my

physical®® approach to a particular setting or encounter.

The recording of field-notes supported my commitment to ‘thick description’ (Geertz
1973; Denzin 2003; Atkinson and Delamont 2008), permitting my development of the
research data “beyond immediate observations” (Silverman 2001, p140). It has been
claimed that less experienced researchers are cautious of using field-notes, for fear that
they will compromise a desired-for closeness to the ‘data’, leading perhaps to the over-
use of interview methods alone (Clandinin and Connelly 1998). Indeed, only later in my
research did I find my own ‘voice’ when recording field-notes, understanding that the
writing of field notes might become a legitimate and vital part of the analysis itself.
Echoing Richardson (1998), my field notes incorporated commentary that was purely
observational, and I weaved this with commentary that was methodological (for

instance, ‘how’ I asked a particular question) and theoretical in character.>

ANCILLARY DOCUMENTS AND ARTEFACTS

Other texts were included within the data collection, for instance “policy’ documents.’ 4
During the earlier stages of data collection I privileged these, perhaps naively, as ‘realist
texts’, and not necessarily as artefacts of the discourses that I was attempting to
scrutinise. Only later would I problematize them as official accounts’ (Smith 2006) and
afford them a different authority in my analysis. More troublesome were texts derived

from practices ‘internal’ to the research contexts, for example individualized accounts

52 T also recorded field notes about the process of negotiating ‘access’ to a particular
event or setting; for example, e-mail correspondences that resulted in an invitation, an
interview or a ‘place’ at a training event. These data document my ‘approach’ to a
particular context or event, albeit in a different sense.

31 provide an example field note in the appendix

> My ethical ‘approval’ by the local Research Ethics Committee afforded me this
access; I did not, however, utilise texts of a personal (student) nature, in order to protect
the confidentiality of individual students
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from disability-related departments; using these would present ethical concerns (relating

to post-hoc identification of individuals); I address these concerns later.

ABANDONED METHODS

During the progress of the study, I considered using participatory mapping (Clark 2008)
as an adjunct to my existing data collection methods. Participatory maps constitute a
form of visual data whereby respondents are asked to express through drawing or other
similar means the understandings that they attach to particular spaces or contexts. These
maps are then used to for the insights they offer into social connections and
relationships that are unknown and unseen by the researcher. Early in my fieldwork
(2008) I asked several of my respondents to undertake this activity, although only two
offered a contribution. Although one provided some insight into the spatial
configuration of their administrative spaces, and another provided an organisational
chart (which also reflected an ‘official account’), ultimately this data added little to that

gained via other methods, and hence I curtailed my use of this method.
APPROACHING DATA ANALYSIS

SELECTING DATA FOR INCLUSION IN MY ANALYSIS

I felt tempted, perhaps even obliged, to include all of the data collected within the
thesis. This reflects what Richards has described as the “problem [of] getting closeness”
(Richards 1998, p323); that is, once data has been gathered, there is a (self-imposed)
demand to ‘include everything’ in the analysis and reporting. This, she argues, is a
misguided although perhaps inevitable consequence of qualitative research, whereby

there is reluctance to ‘let go’ of hard- sought data:

[Q]ualitative researchers frequently have no problem getting closeness ... we feel
a sort of allegiance to our data. We know these people, or care for them, so
every word must be appreciated, understood, and retained [...] this imperative to
be involved promotes constraints against reducing data, worsening the problem
of getting and staying close. Qualitative data are usually both bulky and full-
bodied, but methodological tenets (or ideological assumptions) resist data
reduction...

(Richards 1998, p.323-4)
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The voluminous nature of qualitative data> made it crucial for me to select and include
only those data necessary for my analysis and the addressing of my research aims. A

number of principles governed my response.

First, I was not seeking, as in grounded theory (Silverman 2001, 2005), exhaustive data
‘saturation’. Indeed, I accepted that some redundancy (and abandonment) of data would
be inevitable (Stake 2008). The nature of data coilection (specifically that of
unstructured interviews) meant that ‘successful’ data collection on specific issues could
not be assured in advance. To address this, I commenced my analysis whilst s#ill
gathering data; this enabled me to monitor those data that I had already collected (to
ensure coverage of research aims) whilst locating new opportunities that I might not
have anticipated (Hatch 2002). I strove to reach an optimum point whereby I had
collected sufficient data for a credible analysis, whilst minimising the collection of data
that added little further to the analysis. However, despite my intention, some data were

collected that were not accommodated within the analysis as presented here.

Second, I understood that a single interview might be ‘put to work” in my analysis in a
number of ways (Silverman 2001). Where, for instance, an interview extract might
prove illustrative of one theoretical issue, it might also be of utility when discussing

another. An extract from an interview with a respondent provides an example of this:

MG  There isn’t a duality of the ‘able’ and ‘disabled’ world, there is a world
in which people live and that’s composed of individuals and groups of
individuals that have abilities, so-called abilities and so-called
disabilities. And the function of time that affects that as well, those
abilities and disabilities change over time. Erm a lot of the debates are
informed by the medical model, that we are encouraged to think of
disability almost like a disease, and I find that quite offensive

[Ref. Mark/04:32, unabridged]

Whilst I might have chosen this data selection for what it might ‘reveal’ about
discourses of ability-disability, I might have also chosen it to provide an example of the
use of ‘pejorative’ language about disability or, indeed, how my respondent was
‘accounting’ for what he was saying and how this text might be located (discursively) in

relation to the talk of other respondents (DeVault and McCoy 2006). All might have

55 For instance, I discovered that a one hour ‘transcribed’ interview could develop
between five and ten thousand words of text, less additional field notes and transcription
notes that were also appended.
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served as useful selections; nonetheless, I made my final selection of ‘what to include’
in relation to the theoretical purpose to which it might be applied and its specific

location within my analysis.

Third, only including a smaller selection of data would invite me to theorise more
precisely; that is, the ‘risk’ of including a large volume of data within a qualitative
analysis is that one may focus overly on describing data, and in doing so avoid the
theoretical ‘work’ of analysis (Chamberlain 2000). Therefore I made focused selections
from the larger bbdy of data in order to realise a clear commitment to theoretical
analysis. Furthermore, particularly in the context of qualitative research (where the
demands upon respondents are difficult to specify in advance), avoiding data
redundancy (by not collecting too much data) was also an ethical issue, in that one
should only strive to collect data that is necessarily of use, and the collection of which
does not “waste [the] time” (Daymon and Holloway 2010, p355) of both researcher and
respondent. As such, my selection of data necessarily needed to balance ‘theoretical

precision’ with the need to avoid the needless wasting of my respondents’ time.

Fourth, as I discuss later, it was not practicable to seek informed consent from each
administrator I met on every instance I met them during my conduct of ‘everyday’
work; although sometimes I had the opportunity to re-negotiate the nature of their
consent, the frequency and regularity of my contact with them made it impracticable to
incorporate every contribution from all those I met with during the research. As such,
many of my regular conversations with administrators do not appear in this thesis;
where topics of relevance arose within our conversations I would (later) aim to
introduce them within an interview, when informed consent might be more

affirmatively gained.

IDENTIFYING STATEMENTS AND MAKING SELECTIONS

I discussed earlier (chapters four and five) how although Foucault or Douglas provide
theorizations in response fo data, the ‘practice’ of analysis — what one ‘does’ with data -
is largely only implied in their published work. I also discussed above ‘how’ I made
selections from the data. Hence it remains for me to describe the techniques of analysis.
I describe specific ‘data management’ techniques (transcription, organising, coding) in
an appendix to this thesis; here I provide an account of my identification of Foucauldian
‘statements’ (and ‘discourses’), and then I describe the principles of the analytic

techniques that I designed and utilised. Foucauldian ‘statements’, as I discussed in
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chapter five, were not fully-formed within my data, ‘waiting’, as it were, ‘to be
discovered’: Foucauldian ‘statements’ do not equate to sentences (Mills 2003); rather,
they are produced in/by social narratives that are used by both my respondents and

myself, both during the interview and during my analyses.

For example, in the interview extract below I illustrate how I located statements within
verbatim transcription and field notes, and how I used both types of data
simultaneously. Both the respondent and I (in a contemporaneous field note) were
selecting and making use of discursive statements that circulated in the context in order
to interpret, or ‘make sense’ of what was ‘happening’; this ‘context’ was not only the
immediate office ‘space’, but was also one that was marked and delineated by ‘policy’,
‘expert knowledge’ and the point in time in which the interview was conducted (the

anticipation of the effects of a national ‘financial crisis’).

VO  So this is somebody who’s trying to find a focus for their anger, it could
be about anybody [but] he’s choosing to be angry [...] all the time but,
you know, has he got a choice in that? And why aren’t the mental health
services dealing with him? [laughs, expresses incredulity]

Field note:

At times Veronica appears to saturate her speech with characterisations,
not for pejorative effect, but rather to communicate to me the complexity
(a word she uses frequently) of the cases with whom she is involved.
There is much talk here around boundaries: largely between services and
different professional groups. But her talk also centres upon the identities
impressed upon her clients as they navigate the disability/employment
bureaucracy, and (upon examination) the symbolic enactments that mark
or (in effect) ritualise these processes. There is talk around ‘boundaries’
and the ‘blurring of lines’ between different professional accounts and
accountabilities for practice.

[Ref. Veronica/11:12, abridged transcript and contemporaneous field note]

There are a number of statements and discourses in this short extract, all of which might
have been candidates for analysis. For instance, Veronica’s formulation of her
(unnamed) client’s behaviour as ‘anger’ and her association of this with ‘choices’ and
‘mental health services’ represents a complex set of discursive statements that (for
Veronica) are ‘true’ in this context, and which are authorised by either herself (the
‘anger’) or, perhaps, through other authorities (mental health experts); this is happening

in a context, geographically (a particular office), but also politically (anger is posited as
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