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Abstract

This dissertation explores the possibilities thaigmatic linguistic analytic
methods might have for psychoanalysis, both indtter’'s attempts to establish itself as
an empirically grounded endeavor and in its undedihg of its own theoretical
constructs. | begin with a discussion of some efttbubles psychoanalysis has had in
legitimizing itself in the eyes of its peers sineenception, suggesting that a closer
relationship with already-established sociolinguaistiences (i.e. pragmatic analysis of
linguistic interaction) may aid in its promotion.

| then describe how these methods have alreadythken up within the field of
psychology in the study of therapy process, nadiggp in the research such that they
have yet to be brought to bear on the analysisyéhpanalytic constructs. | discuss
some theoretical overlaps that already exist betvpsgchoanalytic theory and the
linguistic philosopher John Austin (namely critigusf modern subjectivity and the
function of language) and give examples of possibleceptual intersections that might
be further expanded in the future. I discuss regppesand projective identification as two
such possibilities.

| conclude with some of the implications and litidas of this dialogue, noting
that a pragmatic perspective might be better sudedterpersonal theories of
psychoanalysis. | discuss the hegemonizing ris&rieit in the metaphor of vision. | also
address in what way linguistic pragmatic methodsd-apsychoanalytic theory that
centers itself around the construct of unconscioiention—can in the end be said to be
“empirical.” While these problems are not likely $&lved in the near future, a continued
discussion of them, stemming from viewing psychbaitaconstructs through a
pragmatic lens, will nonetheless be fruitful.



Preface: Writing an experiment

This dissertation draws together two ways of seginggmatics, a perspective on
human linguistic interaction that focuses on wkatane in the saying rather than on
what is said; and psychoanalysis, which might Iszdieed as a perspective that places
claims to conscious intention to the side and adescribes human action in terms of
unconscious motives. | have encountered both icolese of my psychological
education, the former in the context of a qualiatiesearch method and the latter as part
of the development of a clinical stance for my épeutic work. The two may have
seemed originally to be at different ends of sopeegum. Pragmatics, as part of a
research project, works to objectify and bringipgesonal processes to light while
making its methods clear in order to justify itstheo&ls to outsiders who might be reading
with a critical eye. Psychoanalysis, as a part of clinical trainingyas so concerned with
laying its methods bare or justifying itself to sidiers; it has more practical concerns,
and as such aims to justify its methods practidallgther clinicians (who already share a
psychoanalytic worldview) in regard to the timingdeeffectiveness of its interventions.
Research and therapy, taken at face value, hafegatit goals: one aims to reveal
interpersonal processes for the purposes of funtpénowledge, and the other seeks to
intervene, to make a difference in the life of adividual.

Still, despite the fact that one was presente@ssarch and the other as a clinical
stance, it seemed to me that the two in some s#ased the same aim: that of bringing

to light the often unconscious, or at least ovekémh interpersonal processes that occur

! For an example of the fruits of the research gnewv out of this coursework (and showing a condern
justifying its way of seeing as a research metloodltsiders), see Packer (2000).



when people speak to one another. Both perspedeaisto reveal what is happening
between people as they speak. Pragmatics is padircjuistic analysis with social aims,
and psychoanalysis, commonly called “the talkinge¢uooks at the speech of its
participants in order to reveal what is happeniegveen the subjects in the clinical
situation. In “The function and field of speech dadguage in psychoanalysis”
(1956/2002), Lacan points out the centrality oflaage use in the consulting room:
“Whether it wishes to be an agent of healing, trgnor sounding the depths,
psychoanalysis has but one medium: the patienés@p The obviousness of this fact is
no excuse for ignoring it. Now all speech callsdaesponse” (p. 40). Clinicians attend
to the language used in therapy, and have to déodeto respond to it—the practical
guestion of how to intervene. | began to wondaregithis similarity in focus, what
might happen if one attempted to weld these twepestives together. Could this be a
fruitful enterprise? Could pragmatics offer someghio the clinical lens of a therapist
that would aid her interventions? Secondly, oniskae of justification, given that
psychoanalysis is often disparaged as an empyigafiounded exploitation of power
upon the patient’s integrity, could the pragmatcgpective as developed into a research
method give some sort of justification to criticaltsiders? And lastly, how would a
pragmatic perspective inform—or transform—psychbdritavision?

Following Deleuze and Guattari’s (1980/87) urgiogmrite experimentally in an
attempt to create tools that can be applied tavitrdd, this is my experiment: to see what
laminating these two discourses might bring intistexice. As an experiment, this will
hardly be the final word on the matter (nor i first). Pragmatics and psychoanalysis

are disparate and expanding fields, each withvits imternal questions over what defines



Vi

it and what might be considered orthodoxy. Thosalfar with psychoanalysis and
psychoanalytic therapy know that it is difficultdescribe satisfactorily in a way that
allows for its subtleties without taking the tinteshow how broadly and deeply it can
range. Indeed, some of those who claim the la®lcipoanalyst” share only the slightest
family resemblance. The same is true for pragmatesground it covers is vast, and as
we will see, it is still working to define itselfhus this dissertation will have the tone of
an exploration. | am looking for possibilities ofevlap, where one way of seeing
(pragmatics) might inform the other (psychoana)ysigning our eyes in a similar
direction, but perhaps bringing things to lightidlifferent way. | would also like to see
how a pragmatic way of seeing might transform alpsgnalytic way of seeing, as their
methods can be quite different. In the end, | Hopghow at least that the intersection of
these two discourses can result, if not in a newefaeeing, in a more powerful—and
more visible—lens that reveals the interpersonatgtofore “psychic”) aspects of clinical
process. In terms of the questions in the prevpawragraph, |1 do believe that a pragmatic
perspective can aid in the empirical justificatadrpsychoanalysis in the eyes of

outsiders as well as help sharpen the lensesrotielns. It remains to be seen if it does.
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Introduction: Interweaving two perspectives

Perspectivism

Our age requires that we see in order to belieuewBat is the character of this
vision on which we rely to justify our beliefs? Fsome, it is the result of following
proper scientific procedure that leads to a kindraiwledge. For others vision is a more
intuitive endeavor. For still others it is groundedidelity to and careful articulation of
experience.

There is much disagreement about what justifies wha sees in the eyes of
those who do not see the same way. We are comingf an optimistic enlightenment
era having trusted a single rationality we hopedld@ventually yield answers to the
guestions that dogged us. We hoped to draw a pictiua single reality we could all
share. But our pursuit of that reality has led dolynore questions. Indeed, our attempts
to determine what is real has led instead to afpration of voices and visions, some of
which have turned back to question the very ratipnae placed our trust in to give
answers in the first place. We have reached safdegitimation (Habermas, 1973/88;
Lyotard, 1979/84). Our methods have become susBative remain attached to them,
despite wondering if the answers are possibld.at al

Kenneth Gergen (2000) asserts that finding ourselvéhe midst of a sea change
between enlightenment and postmodern values simatilde taken as an occasion to
lapse into a nihilistic depression. Gergen seesptuoliferation of many ways of seeing as
the doorway to a Nietzschean perspectivism thas igptimistic as the enlightenment

project that would have laid the world bare befaseSince we can no longer take what



we see for granted, we can now turn our attenbahe multitude of ways that we can
see. Seeing, rather than a passive reception dfiglectively shapes the world. Each
way of seeing reveals the world differently, and taary real effects. For Gergen, our
obsession with what is “real” falls away, replatsch concern for the effects of the ways
that we look.

While perspectivism is often equated with (and leeregected as) relativism,
there is a significant difference. Perspectivisrilevrefusing to endorse the
enlightenment fantasy of ever attaining a unifietjéctive” picture of the world as if
from no point of view, does not uncritically accepery perspective with the same
weight. It is quite critical; everything is not ejuWe may no longer be able to judge
according to the categories of truth and falsity, dur attention to our methods charges
us with investigating and justifying what our visidoes what it reveals, what it covers
over, and what is done as a result of it. Visioareative, and we are now responsible for

what we see, how we shape the world.

Drawing together two ways of seeing

| want to look into the intersection of two wayssafeing. The first,
psychoanalysis, is perhaps the paramount examplgrdblem of legitimation in the
modern era. Freud, as a master of suspicion, seoaglsabuse us of the belief that all
that we are is accessible to and controlled bya@onsness (Freud, 1917/63; see also
Ricoeur, 1965/70, p. 34). Our thoughts and actavesot what they seem to us; rather
we are driven by things unseen. With this clainshibuld be no surprise that in a climate
where seeing is believing psychoanalysis has @mh&roversial existence. As a

perspective on the unseen, its status and legijimaa science has been a hot topic ever



since Freud himself tried to establish it as ardifie theory of the psyche. Because it is,
in the end, an argument between ways of seeing-éigana, as Kuhn (1962) called
them—the interchanges between psychoanalysis susdiéntific critics can reach the
outer edges of civility (consider the debate tldbfved Grunbaum’s 1984 critique of
psychoanalysis as a science). Those on the owfile view it with suspicion and
ridicule, charging that it lacks empirical suppand that it works mainly by suggestion
rather than by discovering unseen motives. Anddhaso espouse psychoanalysis call
out against what they see as a cultural prejudjeeat the unconscious, sometimes even
flatly refusing to answer its critics.

It is my belief that psychoanalytic vision can lerified and supported by linking
it to a second way of seeing, that of pragmaticagRatics, a perspective on language
use with roots in analytic philosophy’s “linguistiern” during the 28 century (Rorty,
1967), views language use in terms that are rddiddferent than the modernist’s
typical understanding of language as representiegontents of one’s internal thoughts
to others. While we generally take it for grantedi€ed, it is a foundation of
enlightenment epistemology) that the primary fumttf language use is to represent the
world, to state the facts, and to turn our attentethings, pragmatics sees this as only
one of its functions—and hardly its most interegtiimdeed, it may be that the
representational function of speech is a distradivat leads us to overlook its other
possibilities. A pragmatic perspective is a wapweercoming this habit, turning our
vision from what is said to the act of saying.

Psychoanalytic and pragmatic ways of seeing alrbagig much in common. No

strangers to the unseen, they both work from staintipof suspicion, aspiring to reveal



what is covered over. And both stand as critigdgék@enlightenment project. John
Forrester (1990), drawing heavily from Lacan’s dgdion of psychoanalytic discourse,
notes a striking affinity between pragmatics angtheanalysis that has not been
acknowledged in the English-speaking world (dupart to the dilution of pragmatics’
critical power by its modernist adherents). Fogestes pragmatics as a therapeutic on
the theoretical level where psychoanalysis has baeron the clinical level: they are
suspicious of what is consciously intended or sagpeech, preferring to attend to what
the subject of enunciation is doing. Both refusbdseduced by the content of speech.
For Forrester, pragmatics and psychoanalysis qveriadwo points: a refusal of
the modernist assumption that speech is primafigrential, and, following that, a
radical critique of modern subjectivity—startingtivi'the notion that utterances are a re-
presentation of inner, psychic states” (p. 150@dTib this second idea is a picture of the
subject as a self-contained, self-transparent, dbeued individual with a clear distinction
between what is inside and what is outside. Susiibgect, it is believed, speaks in order
to consciously communicate to other similarly usti®od subjects what is happening
within it. As we shall see, this assumption begmall apart when we look carefully at
the actual speech people use in their interactitiseach other. Rather than taking what
is said at face value as a representation of veHaappening in the psyche, pragmatics
and psychoanalysis turn to the process in betweespeaking subjects (in pragmatics to
the context of speaking, in psychoanalysis to taesference) in order to discern what is
happening when they speak. As a result we begieedhat perhaps the subjects we

might have previously described as individuals wereso distinct to begin with.



If this is the case, and the pragmatic and psydciigan perspectives look around
the edges of speech to reveal what it is doing éetvspeaking subjects, then pragmatics
certainly has much to offer a psychoanalytic staRcagmatics is already established as
part of a research method that empirically stuthespersonal process by fixing
therapeutic conversations in text and analyzig i form of conversation in order to
reveal some of the mechanics of human interacliam able to point to the processes it
speaks of. But the bulk of this research does m@bdgue directly with psychoanalytic
constructs. If this method is brought to bear @sychoanalytic way of seeing, such that
psychoanalytic phenomena become linguistic phenanmagmatics can help bring
what psychoanalysis sees to light in a more engdivi@y than psychoanalysis is
typically known for.

By “empirical” here | do not mean that it will beant psychoanalysis to be
scientifically grounded as an “empirically validdteeatment,” or so-called EVT.
Likewise when | speak of “justifying” psychoanatythinking. The question motivating
pragmatic research on psychotherapy is not “Do@sik?” but “What is happening?” In
the same vein, this attempt to justify psychoansglysthe eyes of its critics is an attempt
to show them what psychoanalysis sees in a wayhbgtmight also be able to
appreciate. But not only can pragmatics help tloosthe outside of psychoanalysis see
what psychoanalysts are talking about; it can tehgse of us inside the fold to see and
communicate our constructs more clearly and battderstand some of the implications

of our vision.



Summary of chapters

Keeping my original three questions in mind, (wkeeth pragmatic perspective
can inform a psychoanalytic perspective by showimge of its constructs more clearly,
whether a pragmatic perspective on language usbeased to support the project of
psychoanalysis in the eyes of its critics, and lagvsychoanalytic perspective might be
changed after applying a pragmatic perspective-t@and vice versa), the structure of
this dissertation is as follows. The first chametlines some of the trouble
psychoanalysis has had in a scientific culture tiate and more places a high premium
on visibility. Psychoanalysis is viewed with suspicand has been the subject of many
debates about its legitimacy. Because of its canagéh unconscious processes, it is
quickly dismissed by mainstream psychology as ngtigcally supported—or even
theoretically supportable. The majority of respan@&® lack of response) to these charges
by psychoanalysts have not helped its cause, lgak@impression that psychoanalysts
are aloof and unconcerned with justifying themslvéis has hurt psychoanalysis both
by damaging its image in the scientific communitg &y stunting its progress as a
discipline. | argue that a pragmatic perspectivghihbe able to help psychoanalysis
become more transparent by showing some of thgoernsonal processes that occur in its
work. Pragmatic discourse methods already existddna make interpersonal process into
an object of study; doing this with psychoanalgmstructs can open psychoanalysis to
a community of researchers who can discuss atseas¢ psychoanalytic constructs in a
more “visible” manner, and hence help overcomeatgtentious relationship with its

empirically minded critics.



The second chapter introduces the perspectiveaghpaitics as a way of viewing
speech as a form of human interaction. While pragsaegan as a subdiscipline of
linguistics that tried to address linguistic phemo that lay outside other existing
disciplines, it has evolved into a linguistic pexsfive on human behavior—thus allowing
it to be taken up into the social sciences. | tthescribe the basics of John Austin’s
(1975) Speech Act Theory as a key to understartumgwe affect each other when we
speak. John Austin is often cited as a major playdre development of a pragmatic
perspective on language, and is an excellent exaoffdomeone who viewed the world
through a pragmatic lens. His ideas are particulateresting when applied to
psychoanalytic discussions of interpersonal acfitve chapter ends with a discussion of
some criteria of pragmatic interpretation as welsame of the implications of the
pragmatic perspective on our understanding of huimanaction.

Chapter three returns to the empirical concerrhofvéng what psychoanalysis
sees. Labov and Fanshel (1977) note that both @iagamalysis of speech and the
psychoanalytic interview attend to verbal behaymeech). But their methods diverge
when it comes to how they justify their interpregas of what is happening. Pragmatic
methods of analysis have been taken up in psychahoigterpretations of therapeutic
phenomena; | discuss some examples of these sindieder to show the breadth of the
work and to outline some of the pragmatic conssrused in the interpretations. Then |
discuss how these studies have tended to avoi@ssidg psychoanalytic concepts
directly, and give some theoretical and philosophieasons for this avoidance—such as

a desire to remain on the behavioral level anddagi@cussing intention.



In the fourth chapter | look to draw together pragimand psychoanalytic
discourses. | begin by noting some shared quabfiése pragmatic and psychoanalytic
perspectives, namely through Lacan’s (1956/200#yae of the function of language
and of subjectivity. | then discuss several exasplepsychoanalytic constructs that |
believe can be interpreted pragmatically, suclhasvay that speech represses (or
suppresses) certain experiences as well as someipkea described by R. D. Laing
(1969) and Thomas Ogden (1982). These construetint@rpersonal in nature, and thus
the question of how a pragmatic perspective miganhge a psychoanalytic perspective
(or at least be limited in which psychoanalytic stpacts it can be applied to) comes to
the fore.

The concluding chapter returns to my three guidjngstions, and addresses some
philosophical problems that are raised by thisudison: the problem of determining
intention, the problem of how much unconscious gssaan be rendered visible by a
pragmatic method (or any method), and whethemti@ghod could ultimately be called
“empirical.” While these problems will not be sotiyd believe that continued discussion
of them, stemming from viewing psychoanalytic comstis through a pragmatic lens, will

be fruitful in the future.



Chapter 1: The trouble with psychoanalytic vision

A call for justification

If undergraduate psychology textbooks are any nreasfuthe status of the
field—they are, after all, the first step in théiation of future psychologists—the
opinion within psychology is that psychoanalysis daubtful empirical legitimacy.
Kassin’sPsychology(2001), a fashionable introductory text, portrpggchoanalysis as
belonging to the speculative and literary tradgioather than the scientific tradition
because its objects of study (hamely, unconscionsegses) are by their very nature
outside the grasp of the empirical sciences:

Psychoanalytic interpretations can never be digaolf a therapist interprets a

patient’s late arrival as a sign of resistancethedpatient accepts this

interpretation, it stands confirmed. If the patientphatically denies the

interpretation, the denial itself becomes proofesistance, also “confirming” the

initial interpretation (“*heads | win, tails you &%. (p. 674)
Introductory textbooks, discussing Freud in th@amter on personality, tend to lead with
Freud’s metapsychology presented as a picture af sthappening inside a person’s
head (where the tip of the iceberg is consciouswass the majority of thought
underwater; or the unconscious is a hall guardea ¢dgnsor with thoughts struggling to
get into the chamber of consciousness). Thus talystis interpretations of these
processes presume a privileged access into thedfiéds patient such that he can tell his
patient what is happening in her unconscious. Issi{gs estimation, there is no way to

determine whether a psychoanalytic interpretatsoan accurate description of the

patient's mental processes or not. The analystshalldhe cards.



10

When this clinical picture is evaluated by empilticaninded psychologists, the
analyst’'s power position draws heavy fire. Psycggl@as an empirical science, “the
scientific study of behavior and the mind” in thadition of Wundt and James (Kassin, p.
4), views psychoanalytic principles as difficultift impossible to address scientifically
and hence practically impossible to validatere the psychoanalyst’s hand is not so
good. Such a characterization (or caricature) g€ipsanalytically-based theories and
therapies portrays the clinician as mind readimgs§ing his (unfounded) interpretations
on his patient. At best this is considered unsdienat worst as essentially paternalistic
and leading to unethical practice.

Kowalski and Westen’Bsychology(2005) presents a kinder introduction to
psychoanalysis, acknowledging that some of Freu@'as, namely resistance,
transference, and the defenses, are almost unliyeaisaepted in one form or another
amongst clinicians. Still, their critiques, whileone subtle, are along the same lines:

Although Freud developed psychoanalysis as a mathexgploring and

interpreting meaning and not of predicting behauioere can be little doubt that

psychodynamic theories would be much further akmagy if psychoanalysts had

taken more interest in testing and refining thé@as empirically. (p. 454)

They leave it to the reader to decide what “furleng” would mean; at the very least
we might understand them to be saying that psyaigsis would be taken more
seriously, contributing more to research and diado@nd occupying more real estate in
an introductory textbook. But as it stands, psydabgsis is left wanting for justification
in the eyes of the psychological mainstream.

Bornstein (2005) points out that as psychoanalyassbeen pushed to the side

from its formerly established role in American pgsgtogy, many psychoanalytic

constructs have been co-opted by mainstream psygyahd presented without
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reference to their original source. Unconscious omgns presented as implicit memory,
repression as cognitive avoidance, parapraxistasval error, and repetition compulsion
as nuclear script. Bornstein charges that “the mishied influence of contemporary
psychoanalysis is largely a product of theory misaggment” (p. 325) and its adherents’
habit of circling their wagons rather than dialoguwith those that question them. The
result of this is that “whereas psychoanalgtimceptgemain strong, psychoanalysis as a
discipline has become ‘disconnected’ from conteraposcientific and clinical
psychology” (p. 324). Psychoanalytic concepts Hzeen reinterpreted and divorced
from their context because they are more acceptalién the prevailing scientific
Zeitgeistthan in the declining psychoanalytic one. Bormstdfers that psychoanalytic
proponents have much work to do in dialoguing it mainstream if they want to
avoid complete marginalization.

Often the response to the criticism that psychgaimals not in line enough with
the empirical sciences involves a complaint thatdfiteria of justification
psychoanalysis is being asked to meet are tod atrt overlook the finer points of
psychoanalytic experience. Attempting to operatigrdefine psychoanalytic constructs
so that they can be categorized, managed, andifiedm@ntails stripping them of all that
is interesting. But Roth and Fonagy (1996) change the psychoanalyst’s complaint that
empirical research cannot touch the subtletiespélppdynamic experience is an
untenable position, and that those of the psycHgamék should stop ignoring the
empirical data and start paying closer attentiothéodevelopment of the more

sophisticated outcome and process-outcome reseangimg to light (p. 46).
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Indeed, in the current push for empirical validatad therapies that is part of the
larger question of how to allocate mental healoueces, there is an oft-cited disparity
in the amount of research being done to justifichegnalytically-based therapies in
comparison to the more popular cognitive behavionals. This fact does not go
unappreciated in the analytic community. Roth aoddgy (1996) address this disparity
in an attempt to push further therapy researcth®ipsychoanalytic therapies. For them,
the disparity of research is not due to an inhepeoiblem in psychoanalysis itself.
Rather, they cite as constraints on psychodynamatrhent trials an absence of a
guantitative empirical history within psychoana$ygractical issues such as costs and
the availability of clinicians for studies of wottat tends to be long term, and the
absence of appropriate measures for “the more amubidims of these treatments,”
which often include characterological change rathan merely symptom reduction (p.
32). They do note that the outcome research ttsabban done tends to show that
psychodynamic therapy is more effective than natitnent, but cite mixed results in its
comparison to other forms of treatment. In the el to the combination of internal
limitations within the studies and the small amoeoindata that has been produced, Ross
and Fonagy conclude that it is far too early toghien on either side regarding the
effectiveness of dynamic clinical work.

Nancy McWilliams (1999), writing as a clinician camtted to psychoanalytic
thinking and convinced of its ability to help peeghange, notes that although the
objects of psychoanalytic interest do not easityllthemselves to the objectification and
guantification that popular empirical methods oftequire, the disparity in research

stems from theoretical and practical differencéisaiathan from any inherent problem in
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psychoanalytic experience itself. Empirical psyctadgtic research is difficult, but it is

not impossible, and psychoanalysis would benedinfmore research into what it does.
Yet practitioners lack both the resources and theuvation to research
psychoanalytically-based therapies. Because afidh@e of psychoanalytic constructs,
the complexity of the data, and the appreciatiothefsubtle qualities of human
experience required in the consulting room, thediation of what happens in a
psychoanalytically-based therapy into quantitiediscrete categories often constitutes
an act of betrayal for its proponents. People becanalysts to be practitioners, and “few
of us who feel the calling to be therapists alseelthe temperament of the dispassionate
scientist” (p. 3). In other words, psychoanalystsatten turned off by the suggestion to

research their constructs.

A reluctance to respond

Psychoanalysis may indeed be struggling againgiqadland economic pressures
for a respectable position within mental healtht We must admit that proponents of
psychoanalysis have not done much to help its inbagéarify itself in the eyes of its
critics. McWilliams notes that psychoanalysis hasts tendentious relationship with
science going back to Freud, a history of presgrismug, culture-bound convictions”
as facts (p. 3). Instead of responding to thetrosrby trying to be more transparent,
psychoanalysts can be quite defensive. Psychoandigtourse has historically been
highly politicized and sectarian, with participaoften treating those outside of (as well
as within) its enclave in a spirit other than tbhtlialogue.

Ablon (2005), reviewing a book that summarizes aighty empirical studies of

psychoanalytic therapy, takes a sterner view thai/Miams regarding the
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psychoanalytic response to the call for justificatiWwhile an advocate of psychoanalysis,
and agreeing that psychoanalysis indeed lags befimet therapies in the amount of
research done, he states that the problem at theféhe day is not a lack of empirical
support or resources, but a lack (or refusal) afirmanication:

The largest limitation of the research presentatiimimpressive volume remains

[that] no one seems to be listening — be it insideutside the insular world of

psychoanalysis...Results of the American Psychoanalgsociation’s Strategic

Marketing Initiative (2002) suggested that the eabdi psychoanalytic theory

remains widely appreciated despite the fact thalyats are seen as not relating

well to other mental health professionals, as amggntimidating and
uninterested in what others have to say, and ligaamnalytic community is viewed
as isolated, patronizing, not open to new ideasstant to change, and not
interested in dialogue. Even if these impressioasraccurate, unfortunately, it

is unlikely that any amount of empirical data vallercome the strength of

resistance stemming from such misconceptions. ffiecal data are to help

reinstate psychoanalysis’ deserving place, thgrmssatso must be taken to

communicate more openly and effectively with thoseside the community. (p.

606)

The cynical interpretation of this, Ablon saysthat psychoanalysts simply do not care
about justifying themselves, “that clinicians kntve value of what they do and are
insulted that empirical evidence should take prened over clinical experience and case
reports which represent data of another sort.” Gihe dismissive tone that runs through
psychoanalytic debates, this may not be far ofintlagk. Psychoanalysis needs better
ambassadors if it is to be taken seriously bytites.

An alternate interpretation to that of arrogancihépossibility that
psychoanalysts are actually intimidated by those agk them to account for themselves.
Schachter (2005) believes that many psychoanagstslialogue with empirical methods
as a threat to their identity: “Present disintereay be based on anxious anticipations

that empirical findings may undermine hard-learagdlytic beliefs—which they may”

(p. 487). This reactionary fear of the future letathe circling of wagons mentioned
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earlier, as psychoanalysts fear losing even mdhgeimce through admitting that they
may not know what they are talking about.

Could it be that the psychoanalyst, having conre#tize the power of the
unconscious and the pervasiveness of defensiviitiginhas simply given up on the
possibility of a good-willed, transparent conveima® Thus, rather than taking a rational,
philosophical stance that assumes that everyttiagld be above board, the
psychoanalyst responds to those who question lmm & clinical position, interpreting
its criticisms away. While this may be a philosagattly tenable stance, it does not win
friends. Freud himself employed the “heads | wailstyou lose” strategy not only with
patients but with his philosophical adversariesva. Forrester (1997), discussing
Freud’s reaction to the mixed reception of Inigrpretation of dreamaotes that Freud
consistently interpreted rejections of his the@y@unter wishes” in the style of the
dream of the “Butcher’s wife” (Freud, 1900/65, B0} within the text itself. Critics who
contradicted him by offering dreams that they d@eslenad no wish were interpreted as
deliberately trying to frustrate the theory anddoing so, were subsumed into the theory
as examples supporting it. With this sweeping a&apitbn of a hermeneutics of suspicion,
Forrester says, “Freud introduced a thesis thaphmasoked the ire of his critics ever
since: one can never disagree with Freud withoungo@ mere resister to truth” (1997, p.

159)!

! Despite Freud's initial enthusiastic receptiodofig’s word association test (and one might pasit a
result of Freud’s falling out with Jung), Freud meseto have taken a similarly dismissive stance evitn
some of his empirically minded supporters. Walkirs{2006) states Freud'’s written response to an
American experimenter named Saul Rozenzweig, whicsbat Freud an outline of a scientific method to
study repression. “I cannot put much value on thefsemations because the wealth of reliable
observations on which these assertions rest make itdependent of experimental verification. Sitill,

can do no harm. Sincerely yours, Freud” (p. 314e €ase reports Freud gave were enough evidence to
convince him that he was on the right track.
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This sort of response seems closer to the poittiteo€riticisms of the introductory
textbooks: psychoanalysis does not play along thitise who want to make the science
of the unconscious transparent. The mainstreangratathding psychology to be the
scientific study of the mind and behavior, is ollgking for an even playing field, where
their criticisms are taken seriously and psychoatslare willing to show their hand. The
“heads | win, tails you lose” way of talking abdhings is not a response; it is a power
play, merely stacking the deck so as not to havegpond.

The textbook critiques cited above are not quest@the effectiveness of
psychoanalytic therapies. Their complaints are mumdamental, pointing to the
nonempirical nature of psychoanalytic phenomenat@gsychoanalyst’s claim to be
able to see and interpret them. This is a questidihe face validity of psychoanalytic
constructs, of making claims about the unseen. & bals for justification are complaints
about the lack of transparency in psychoanalyscalirse and psychoanalysis’ failure to
explain itself. Any reluctance within the psycholgtia community to make itself more
transparent to outsiders risks being interpretea @ewer move where the analyst is
determined to hold all the cards so as not to haw® accountable.

The reluctance of analysts to show their hand ikgpes best reflected in their
extensive use of case studies to illustrate whegt #ne talking about. While case studies
are indeed a good method to give examples of psyaigtic constructs to those who
already accept them, they are not effective waysabdlating those constructs. Schacter
(2005) notes that case presentations, with thaitéwy” rhetorical style, while
profoundly helpful as illustrations,

are limited because they reflect the subjectivitthe analyst author, who is
motivated in the writing to demonstrate some thewriechnique. They are
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unable to address some of the fundamental quegabosit the validity of its
constructs]. No case report can validate Freudisogfical theory. (p. 484)

Donald Spence (1989), in his comparison of the lpsgoalytic discipline to that of
alchemy, charges that the data in psychoanalysie trmulations have “too quickly

been translated into the standard etic formulatainssychoanalytic theory” (p. 219).
That is, the “emic” data (data expressed in thgiwai categories of the subject being
studied, e.g., a transcript of a session) are @yrékered through the lenses of
psychoanalytic theory into the theoretical “etiahfjuage of psychoanalysis, and
presented as proving or supporting the theory'sgmaies and constructs. There is not
much material left over and hence not much rooniHferreader of a case presentation to
disagree with or even to draw her own conclusidmmiawhat is going on. The original
conversations are kept from the public eye, oftenod supposed concerns for the
privacy of the patient, and hence are unavailabtedse who would like to see for
themselves what is going on (p. 208). The rhetbstyde of the presentation is closed,
thus avoiding the risk of critique or reinterpredatby those who might see the case quite
differently. When the opportunity to reinterpretalés not made available, there is hardly
any opportunity, outside that of outright rejectitmdisagree.

Whether it is consciously intended or not, psyclabgsis’ tight control over both
its data and the right to interpret it does funtt&s a power move, contributing
significantly to the hostility in the discourse saunding it. Again, this may reflect a
suspicion that the uninitiated would naively takeatvis said at face value with no ear for
the unconscious or the potential for self-deceptamif the analyst was now beyond
this). But it functions to silence alternate intefations that, when dialogued with, could

further the psychoanalytic project.
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Surely both those who adhere to a psychoanalytrtdwiew and those who are
committed to psychology as an empirical scienceestiee belief that what is hidden is
the source of aggression, corruption, and the éspilon of power; but it is the empirical
thinkers who still hold out for themselves the plodisy that this may be overcome (or at
least sidestepped) through transparency and operPggchoanalysis, on the other hand,
has an ambivalent relationship with these enlightemt epistemological values. Yet it is
the scientists who are accusing the psychoanalystsploitation. Forrester (1997) states
the problem thus:

| think that this is the fundamental source ofdleep mistrust of psychoanalysis:

the view that the power of the psychoanalyst igreat, because of the

relationship of power, or the relationship of sugjge, that he exerts over the
patient and, by extension, over the whole of twethtcentury culture, that the so-
called evidence of analytic sessions is irredeeynadnhitaminated, at best, by the
analyst’s wishes ... or is largely the creation & émalyst's malignant

imagination and technique. (p. 222)

From an enlightenment perspective, scientific pdoce is not just the way to a more
accurate description of the world; it is based deaocratic hopefulness, a fundamental
ideal that no one person or group of people shoaitdrol the data. The data should be

public, available to all for interpretation andm@rpretation. And psychoanalysis’ habit

of holding its cards so close to its chest is redpimg its case.

Psychoanalytic transparency: dialoguing with its dbers

Thus it would behoove psychoanalysis to be moresparent if it does not want
to be left behind. Fortunately, despite its repatatthis disconnected ivory tower stance
is not the only position that psychoanalysis také®re are those within psychoanalysis
who wish to dialogue with those outside, who atergsted in a true pluralism that is not

simply a cover for a refusal to question one’s dhkaories. Haynal (1993), for example,
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writes that while he has seen in many fellow pragrds of psychoanalysis “an aggressive
assurance, which goes hand in hand with a refasallimit their presuppositions to
methods of verification, or at least of assessm@nt77), he believes it possible to take a
less defensive stance and to have a more willisgudision with its critics. Haynal argues
that it comes down to a choice of posture:

Psychoanalysis has frequently oscillated betweenvibh to be &ransparent

discourse, public and comprehensible as it moshiody was in the writings of

Freud and his pioneers (Abraham, Ferenczi), arekatericdiscourse for the

initiated ... a jargon hindering—or avoiding—exchasigéth the rest of the

scientific community. (p. 171)
With this history in mind, proponents of psychoatialthinking must decide if and how
to dialogue with those outside who question theantigularly those who put a high
premium on the democratic values of transparendytlaa publication of data.

Even if we identify with Freud as a master of sagpi and disagree with
scientific efforts to validate the claims of psyahalysis, whatever they might be, it
would serve us to be accountable for our actioesjuRsts that we justify ourselves make
sense. If | cannot or will not show others what] ehy should they trust me or believe
that | am actually doing what | say | am? Indeedeig the human propensity for self-
deception central to the psychoanalytic projecty siouldl believe that | am? Both
McWilliams and Haynal urge that those who beliavéhie efficacy of psychoanalytic
work give a compelling account of what they arenddiMcWilliams, 1999, p. 3; Haynal,
1993, p. 132). This dialogue is not only for jusation in the eyes of others in order to

be taken more seriously, but for the sake of psyuohlytic thinking itself, for a greater

self-understanding and to further its own developime
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There are, in fact, those who are currently lalgptinestablish psychoanalysis as
a self-critical discipline that is willing to evalte its constructs and methods in response
to empirical questioning (e.g., Ablon & Jones, 20B@nagy & Target, 1994 & 1996;
Wallerstein, 2006; Westen, 1998, 1999, & 2002).sEhare not apologists in the style of
the defensive reactionaries characterized eaweéile they are indeed invested in
keeping the Freudian tradition alive, they areafadid to take a critical stance. Their
interest is in furthering psychoanalysis—even i timneans that moving forward leaves
parts of that tradition behind. | will present sweh author as an example.

Drew Westen has been an inexhaustible apologigisgchoanalysis, defending it
with empirical studies while at the same time reglong its habit of shying away from
those who question the legitimacy of its construdissten believes that critics of
psychoanalysis “have typically focused on a versibpsychoanalytic theory—circa
1920 at best—that few contemporary analysts findpeelling” and that in doing so

have set the terms of the public debate and havedme analysts, | believe

mistakenly, down an indefensible path of tryingledend a 75- to 100-year-old

version of a theory and therapy that has changestautially since Freud laid its

foundations at the turn of the century. (Weste®919. 1062n2)
Consequently, in an extensive summary of someeofékearch that supports
psychoanalytic thinking, he begins by pointing that contemporary psychoanalysis
includes a complex community that no longer resestiie popular picture of a closed
univocal troupe obsessed with orthodoxy (WesteB818. 334). For Westen,
psychoanalysis’ survival will be secured throughintteraction with contemporary
psychological work, not through defending a hunédyedr-old closed system. In fact, he

argues, psychoanalysis has all along been flomgsaind developing in spite of having

already been declared obsolete in the mainstreatheRthan defending Freud’s writing
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itself, he offers an abundance of studies—manylo€iwcome from traditions outside of
psychoanalysis—that support what he believes twob@non tenets of contemporary
psychoanalytic thought: that much of mental agtiistunconscious, that these processes
are multivocal and subsist in conflict and compreeniith each other, that personality
patterns begin to form in childhood, that many af mteractions are guided by mental
representations of self and others, and that pali$pdevelopment involves the
regulation of aggression and a maturation from dépece to independence. These
tenets are neither comprehensive nor requiredfbetieey denote a family resemblance
shared by a pluralistic group of theorists and firaners under the umbrella of
psychoanalysis.

Westen also believes that psychoanalysis needs ¢pén to change if it is to
move forward. He ascribes its survival thus faitg@bility to be open; he points out that
psychoanalysis has indeed been rolling with theches, largely out of sight of the
public eye, transforming itself and its relationshiith psychology in general over the
past sixty years. He lists in particular three widngg psychoanalysis has moved away
from a unified orthodoxy into dialogue with othesyphological theories: in its response
to the cognitive (neuroscience) revolution, whietl to a lifting of the behaviorist
moratorium on mental processes, affects, and ntaing the multiplication of Freud’s
libido theory to include other motivations (besgix and aggression) such as human
needs for relationship and self-esteem; and a mewme(that he is part of) responding to
empiricist criticisms of psychoanalytic method dadndations (Westen, 1998, p. 334).

Still, Westen (2002) believes there is more tramsédion to be done in clarifying

and being accountable for psychoanalytic constrirggchoanalytic thinking is fraught
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with ambiguous references to disparate phenomethet@ same concept (such as
“clinical process” or “the unconscious”), the ugemprecise metaphors and jargon when
simpler vocabulary would clarify (“cathexis”), attte lingering habit, despite
improvement on the front of justifying its claintf,supporting itself with reference only
to clinical illustrations. In the end, he is optstic to see that over the past few decades
(partly due to the increasing medicalization ofgteyogy) the newer generations of
psychoanalytically-oriented clinicians show “a dezaappreciation for empirical work,

an acknowledgement that psychoanalytic proposititmsot rise and fall solely on the
basis of their perceived clinical utility, and @ognition that ‘I had a patient once’ is not

the firmest of epistemological foundations” (West&898, p. 334).

Meeting in the middle: showing what we see

If our goal is to be more transparent in order to &more sympathetic gaze, the
guestion becomes how to do this effectively. Hoanae to communicate and illustrate
psychoanalytic constructs in a way that makes sthvant to see them? It seems that
transparency requires at the very least that psywlgsis acknowledge the terms of its
critics rather than simply repeating its own pafiview. That is, it must address its
audience and their demands. In doing so, it mageddave to change, meeting its
opponents in the middle. How psychoanalysis respdoddoesn’t respond) to its critics
will have a significant role in determining not gilow seriously it is to be taken by its
peers, but the direction psychoanalysis takesdrittture. This is a natural result of
dialogue: a discipline that responds openly taaisin may very well change in its

response to those criticisms.
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Of course, there have already been real respoosegitjues of the
psychoanalytic epistemology, responses that atteonptercome the characteristically
closed and defensive psychoanalytic stance. Sospemses, such as those described
above, have attempted to meet the critics on thveir terms, giving scientific evidence to
support the efficacy and perspective of psychoamal{pthers have been more
transformative, attempting to reinterpret psychbgms on other, less scientific grounds.
Through these responses psychoanalysis has bexratblever stiltingly, to change with
the times and survive. In doing so, psychoanalyasstransformed from a tight-knit
group with orthodox aims into a looser, more dieecemmunity. The question remains,
however, of how communal that community really is.

One debate that has had far reaching effects lgadiohange within the
psychoanalytic community began with Adolph Grunbau(h984) searing analysis of
what he held to be the epistemic foundations oflpsgnalysis. Psychoanalytically-
oriented thinkers rallied from all sides to answes criticism, which in turn led to a
struggle within the psychoanalytic community toefede itself in the wake of the debate.

According to Edelson (1984), before Grunbaum, tihe been two previous
significant criticisms of the tenets of psychoasayrom philosophers of science that
were dismissed or ignored. The first was that efltyical positivists such as Nagel
(1959), who charged that the theoretical termssgtpoanalysis lacked sufficient
empirical content (mainly dealing with problemsotiservation and measurement) to
even be scientifically meaningful. But since logipasitivism itself fell out of favor as a
too stringent and unrealistic plan even for thallsiences, its challenges did not require

an extensive response from psychoanalysis (Edel$84, p. 13). The second critique
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was Popper’s (1959) charge that the hypothesesyshpanalysis are not (as they are
typically constructed) falsifiable—and that, as hese already seen, psychoanalysts are
rarely motivated to try to falsify them. Insteadyphoanalysis has had a tendency to
justify itself in its own eyes almost exclusivehrough seeking out examples that
confirm its hypotheses and thus immunize itselfrff@lsification (Edelson, p. 36). While
this may be good practice in theory building geteratingconcepts and constructs with
which to interpret behavior, there comes a poingrglone should attempt to test the
strength of those hypotheses by seeing if theydatiarto scrutiny.Because of this

failure of falsification in principle and practi€¢tlsification for him being a defining
characteristic of good science), Popper rejectgdnuanalysis as a science.

These previous critiques, as global indictments,ndit garner the attention of
psychoanalysis as strongly as Grunbaum'’s critiqage Imstead of dismissing any
relationship between psychoanalysis and empirahse, Grunbaum’s attack actually
engages with psychoanalysis. Grunbaum agrees wpd? that psychoanalysis tends
not to be interested in trying to falsify its hypeses, but disagrees with the charge that
they are not falsifiable in principle. Grunbaurmtts that they are, but, again, charges
that the traditional psychoanalytic methods of gatiyg and presenting data are suspect.
Along with the case report, the psychoanalytic rodtbf free association produces data
that are “contaminated” by the theoretical expémtat of the analyst, who waits until the
patient produces associations that fit his contgroefore he intervenes. Likewise with

the reconstruction of childhood memories, which@rieled by the analyst’'s

2 Popper (1959) calls these two movements in scieeggectively the context of discovery and the exint
of justification. In the former he is quite perniigs but it is in the latter, in his view, that ppanalysis
falters in its failure to be sufficiently self-dal.
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(theoretically informed) interventions. The onlyytaat psychoanalysis can justify itself
empirically, Grunbaum argues, is through experimaet up outside of the clinical
setting that support the existence of its purpopieehomena. As long as the data given to
support psychoanalysis are taken from within aadinsetting, psychoanalysts leave
themselves open to the charge that their suppbsedpy is operating mainly by
suggestion.

Grunbaum'’s critique reverberated through the psgohtytic community in such
a way that Luyten, Blatt, & Corveleyn (2006) hawene to view the current state of
psychoanalysis as an after-effect of this debagclvanalysis, they say, has split
between two ways of responding to Grunbaum, fornivigcamps: “those who consider
psychoanalysis an interpretive science belongirtggdiumanities and those who believe
that psychoanalysis should adopt a neopositivistradigm consistent with approaches
in the physical, biological, and social sciencesiyten et al., 2006, p. 580). The latter
side with Grunbaum, seeking to reestablish psydgais using empirical methods,
while the former attempt to absolve themselvesawirg to use empirical justification, at
least in the sense of using established sciemiéithod. Instead, they assert that
psychoanalysis is better understood as a hermersaikince, emphasizing Freud’s
interpretive moments and minimizing his assertithrad psychoanalysis is akin to
biology. For the hermeneuticists, psychoanalytierpretations do not need to be

objectively justified because they are not tryio@tcess some sort of external or internal
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reality. Rather, they are creating a narrativenendialogue between the patient and the
clinician?

Luyten et al. state that many have simply taketaace along a continuum
between these poles and consider the case clogethi8has led to stagnation on the
issue; psychoanalysis needs to continue to dialagfinn itself if it is to move forward
in dialogue with its other§For them, the answer lies somewhere in the mideltereen
acceding to the demands of the scientists andtigetheir questions outright. They
“believe that the future of psychoanalytic resediehin methodological pluralism,” that
there will never be one sufficient method (p. 592)e possibility they see is to modify
the traditional case study method so that it isemoantrolled, using more rigorous study
design, clearer hypotheses, and a distinct separatipresentation of the case from its
psychoanalytic interpretation (thus distinguishingasestudyfrom a caseeport). This
could be augmented with a quantitative methoddttampts to remain true to the
subtlety of the experiences of the participantshsas a Q-sort. Such an approach would
contain elements of both interpretive and empincathods, and require that each side
accept at least some of the tenets of the other sid

The sticking point of this proposal, it would seemould be this last point:
accepting the tenets of the other side. This isrevhayten et al. believe the most work
remains to be done, and where they see the impapgsgchoanalysis as it stands. While

it may seem to some that the issue of whether psyalysis is a scientific or a

% Grunbaum himself dismissed hermeneuticists sudtiaseur as “scientophobic” (1984, p. 93); however,
it appears that his criticism only strengthenedrésmlve of those who followed him. See their delvath
Grunbaum in Messer, Sass, & Woolfok (1988).

* They liken this split to Snow’s (1959) “two culas;” a trope that has been all too effective inrdging

any dialogue between science and the humanitiestrope itself, it may be said, is a popularizatién
Dilthey’s distinction betweeNaturwissenschafteandGeisteswissenschaften
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hermeneutic discipline has already been laid tf tlee groundwork has only just been
set. We still need to establish “talking terms’biaer to bridge the gap between the
empirical scientific and the interpretive camps5®0). In order for psychoanalysis to
justify itself to the mainstream, it must developacceptable vocabulary to communicate

with it.

Understanding psychoanalysis as a way of seeing

As there can no longer be the fantasy of develoaingified psychoanalytic
theory, establishing talking terms for psychoanalisno small feat. But talking terms
are not the reduction of the language of one ppait in a discussion to those of the
other. They require the development of a thirdalisse, one that would allow each
participant to have a voice; but again this wowdhdnd that each participant be open to
the possibility that his or her own voice mightlwe end be subject to modification.
Indeed, the very phrase “talking terms” brings withn image of negotiations. It may be
helpful here to recall Kenneth Gergen'’s point alarspectivism from the introduction:
In the postmodern proliferation of perspectives,see a turning away from concerns
about the legitimacy of the objects that our visieveals and towards a concern for the
effects of our ways of seeing. Developing talkiegns requires stepping back from the
project of justifying psychoanalytic hypotheseshagimpirical evidence and turning to
the way that psychoanalysis sees, to the waytteaks about its constructs. It is here
that psychoanalysis’ way of seeing comes into focus

Thus one step toward the development of psychoan#dyking terms might be
to turn from the questions of whether or not psyatadysis’ approach is preferable to the

null hypothesis, and whether its constructs areigcafly justifiable or better understood



28

as narrative interpretations, to the way it un@erds and communicates itself to others:
to bracket concerns about justification and vieywchsanalysis as a perspective on the
world that is in dialogue with other perspectivi@sy Schafer (1992) points out that,
traditionally, psychoanalytic theorizing has beewdeled on the powerful rhetorical role
of the scientific authority, positioning the speakewriter as
a reliable member of the Old Enlightenment: a redutalue-free,
countertransference-free, well-trained scientibiserver; a genderless, raceless,
classless expert delivering a monologue that giletie appearance of having
been stripped of rhetorical ploys ... “Trust meé Says. (pp. 150-1)
In the context of enlightenment discourse, such@rarently rhetoric-free presentation is
itself an effective rhetorical strategy precisedcause it keeps our eyes on the facts, so to
speak, and not on the speaker. The analyst ismisgsas a trusted authority, and his way
of speaking functions to hold on to this authoritykeep others listening. But Schafer is
not pointing this out as a critique of the abudgssychoanalytic power. Rather, setting
aside questions of how well this traditional metinoaly or may not function in present
scientific discourse, Schafer wants to bring oterdton to the way we speak about
things. Psychoanalytic discourse, like scientifsxdurse, can be a powerful and
persuasive rhetorical method; but the “conventiaedl drabness” of psychoanalytic
speech “is an attempt to deny that there is muolitalereud’s creation of
psychoanalysis, and thus of his legacy to us,dhatbe characterized as a triumph of
vivid and masterful rhetoric” (p. 151). Schaferibeés that Freud’s strength, as will be
the strength of any form of psychoanalysis th&b isurvive in the future, was in his
persuasive ability to make others see the wayttbaaw. If psychoanalysis’ progress is

through dialogue, as Schafer believes, then it iedontinue developing new rhetorical

forms that persuade others into its way of seeing.
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Westen (2002) also notes the dry scientificallypired style of many
psychoanalytic presentations that contain the saoreof section headings one would see
in a journal article in the physical sciences: scdssion of the phenomena to be
examined, a presentation of the data (the casg)stand a “results” or “discussion”
section. For Westen, these presentations can bef fukight that can lead to better
understanding of the work. And they are just asigogb as a statistical scientific study:
“They involve observations of the world, which iba empirical means” (p. 882). But
they should not pretend to be scientific. Theyaagegeat source of information, but unlike
statistical hypothesis testing, they are not patthe discourse of justification. Still,
unlike psychoanalysis’ positivistic critics, we sihd not think that this means they are
not meaningful. They operate in a different rhet@rdomain, that of drawing one’s
vision to phenomena, and should be recognizedas’su

Even Marshall Edelson (1984), himself an advocataescientific worldview
and a scientific apologist for psychoanalysis, itsedreud for his powerful way of seeing
and his ability to draw others into it:

Freud’s work ... should be read as in part at leastffort to make it possible to

see things differently. His gift for making it pdsie through his examples and

case studies for others to ‘see what | mean’ ig@sgve. In fact a great amount
of work in the social sciences does not involvedtlgpsis-testing even when it
appears in that guise, but an effort by one or ptbreugh the collection and
organization of facts and proposals of explanatafrteem, to persuade others to

see what they see. (p. 32)

For Edelson, Freud'mterpretation of dreamstands as an example of his powerful

rhetorical style; it is “a brilliant quintessentialsee-what-I-mean’ book” that brings the

® Westen then urges that if we want to be truly eiogiin a case study, “we need to see the texisthe
Cliff Notes” (p. 882). A full disclosure of what &dappened allows a discussion of alternate hypethe
And further down the road we eventually do neetb#b our hypotheses with empirical statistical mdth
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reader to the point of seeing the phenomena thrthelwvriter’'s eyes (p. 33). This is an
essential step in science: before he gets to tim pbbshowing that his theory can
withstand empirical attempts at falsification,stthe responsibility of the theorist to
persuade others that his theorizing is fruitfuhtthis way of speaking about the
phenomena should be taken up at all. He mustts€litherwise it risks falling stillborn
from the press. This is where a theoretical stattains its initial credibility.

We may even concede that the methods of psychaasalse different than those
of traditional science, without rejecting it asrifere useless. Bouveresse (1995) and
Elder (1994) take interesting perspectives on psychlysis and its relationship with
science, writing from a Wittgensteinian perspect®eth authors agree with scientific
critics that psychoanalysis is in fact not a scgerut they understand psychoanalysis to
be a unique way of looking that should be honoreitki own right, rather than merely as
an inadequately founded theory.

Bouveresse (1995) details this shift in perspectiVeere previously
psychoanalysis has been dismissed as nonsciemtificmerely” a way of looking at
things, thereby having nothing to offer “real” @atific) knowledge about the world, it
becomes possible to see it as a way of lookinggside a scientific way of looking—
both having something to offer. The turn is towarcus on language and language use
and how they function to constitute experience.

Elder (1994) also does a Wittgensteinian analyisgsychoanalytic constructs.
His main argument is that psychoanalytic statem&ntd as “repression consists in
keeping an idea from consciousness,” while seemmtipe surface to be statements of

fact (and thus vulnerable to scientific criticisragtually function as “grammatical”
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statements. That is, they are statements abouthiogs should be viewed: they “set
forth rules for the use of language” (p. 2). Ireti¥ittgensteinian manner, saying that
repression keeps an idea from consciousness isyssaying that we should view human
psychic functioning through this theoretical coustr It is invoking a perspective, a way
of looking at the world.

In this view, psychoanalysis is not a theory alibatfacts or the way things
“really” are. It is away of lookingand its theory is a set of directions about howede
things. Incidentally, Elder claims that sciencedtimns in the same manner: one of its
directions is to see things as facts, objectivilgt(is, as objects), and to legitimize
scientific claims through certain procedures, ttiergific method. Psychoanalysis is a
different discourse that wants for legitimationt hat through empirical scientific
methods. Ultimately, using this perspective requttat we set aside arguments about
what is “real” and instead ask: “What does it she®™

| believe that selling psychoanalysis requires tapresent it in such a way that
it appears credible on its face, even for itssitn introductory textbooks. Those who
ask that we show what we are talking about aresking for too much; they are simply
asking for transparency. They are asking that psychlysis be explained in a way that is
believable to them. If a psychoanalytically-orighteinker sees psychoanalytic
phenomena, should he not be able to make othethameas well? Such a demand is

better answered by a “see what | mean” explandtian a mathematical number that

® According to Gergen (1991), the move from modenrtis postmodernism involves the same shift:
Instead of asking what is real, we begin to asktwliaway of seeing reveals to us and what thdteeate
of taking this perspective. Ultimately, the answee political in nature.
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shows that it works. The questiorhiswit works, what it looks liké.So | believe it is
fruitful to turn from the question of whether psgemalysis is justified, whether it is
correct, to the question of psychoanalytic visihat psychoanalysis sees happening,
what sort of phenomena it reveals, and how it He&ms. As Edelson holds with Freud,
psychoanalysis is a way (or set of ways) of sethagcan be (more or less) persuasively
shown to others through good illustration.

Of course this is not a minor task, given the btlead psychoanalytic interest.
The problem of rendering visible (or at least aafal# to public discourse) what is already
theoretically invisible is rife with methodologicahd philosophical difficulties and
implications. Presenting a convincing picture ofalvhappens in psychoanalytically-
based therapies to those on the outside, who dshaoé the same theoretical
presuppositions and perspective, may be imposgibén the great diversity of
viewpoints within psychoanalytic thinking itselfinSe even those who use the terms of
psychoanalysis and claim the same perspectivedigdigree about what is going on, it is
doubtful that any one vocabulary will be adequatthis task.

It may be more realistic to think smaller, to oféelens or set of lenses that reveal
what could not be seen without them. At the veaglehis may sidestep the caricature of
the paternalistic psychoanalyst we saw above rarlyt speculating and claiming
privileged access to otherwise invisible or intépracesses—"Heads | win, tails you

lose.” It would allow those on the outside of tleyghoanalytic cartel to see what is

" This question ohow psychoanalysis works is vastly different thanghme question asked in
psychotherapy research, which distinguishes questiwhatworks in therapy from questions lodw it
works. In effectiveness researefhatrefers to which therapies are effective, aoevrefers to the
processes and factors that lead to change (e.dleftain, 2002, p. 313). These questions arevgititiin
the discourse of justification; my questionhmiw psychoanalysis works is simply asking what is leeyipg
there, how it functions.
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being talked about. It might also help those onintisale work more clearly with the
phenomena—and offer a check to those of us whotrfagjhnto the habit of speculative
mind-reading by requiring us to show others whasee. Once the “objects” of
psychoanalytic study are empirically rendered (thatade public for discussion) there
can be discussion and disagreement as to whatlghy be, rather than outright
dismissal. It is my hope that a pragmatic perspeain psychoanalysis can lend itself to

this.
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Chapter 2: A pragmatic perspective

Once we realize that what we have to studyigthe sentence but the issuing of
an utterance in a speech situation, there canyhbedany longer a possibility of
not seeing that stating is performing an act.

J. L. AustinHow to do things with word®. 139

What is a pragmatic perspective? Pragmatics, liyigstablished as a branch of
linguistics with roots in philosophy of languageattias had difficulty figuring out its
place in the field, has more recently evolved emanterdisciplinary stance on language
use as a human behavior. The focus shifts fromulageg itself to its functioning in
human social interaction. For our purposes, theate interest in the pragmatic
perspective is its ability to reveal in a concety what is happening between people as
they interact. As a perspective on language usgnpatics has social goals, goals that |
believe could fruitfully be taken up into psychobyses.

To illustrate this development | will use Verschergs (1999) presentation of
pragmatics as a perspective to build upon the ptasen of pragmatics given in
Levinson’s (1983) earlier introduction to pragmatas a linguistic subdiscipline. Then |
will outline a text that could be described asphacipal text written from a pragmatic
perspective, John Austinldow to do things with wordd 964). Austin’s lively work
outlines a philosophical stance that rejects tivaary of representation and views
language use as social action. This, | hope, it to give a sense of what a pragmatic
perspective can offer psychoanalysis insofar asatier is interested in interpersonal
dynamics, laying the ground for more empirical amne in the third chapter. This
chapter will end with a more a technical discussbitlocution (speech acts) that begins

to show how the mechanics of interpersonal actaonke located in language use, and
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then will ask the question (to be returned to imlext chapter) of how we are to go

about revealing these processes in a disciplingd wa

Levinson’s elevation of the pragmatic level of speé

At its most broad, and perhaps least informativellgoragmatics can be
understood as the study of language®sés a discipline with roots in theoretical
linguistics and analytic philosophy, but has expmhds it was taken up into the
empirical social sciences. Levinson’s (1983) welbwn introduction to pragmatics
attempts to situate pragmatics within the tradibdnglo-American linguistics. Writing
at a time when linguistic studies were dominatedréysformational-generative grammar
and its attempt to develop a picture of languageained entirely within sentence
structure (Lyons, 1977), Levinson labors to defiregmatics as a distinct field within
linguistics that cannot be reduced to other appresto language. He wants to argue that
pragmatics is able to address linguistic phenontiegiaother disciplines cannot account
for. And while he considers himself successfulanisg pragmatics from
marginalization, he still finds it a difficult digddine to define; while other disciplines
seem to have their own distinct objects of stuldg,dubject matter of pragmatics is not so
clear cut.

Levinson invokes the classic division of labor withnguistics as a starting point
for his elevation of pragmatics, taken from thegdopher Charles Morris. Under the

umbrella of semiotics, the study of signs and sigstems, he distinguishes three

8 In order to avoid a common confusion, it shoulchbeed that pragmatics here, while not completely
unrelated, is to be distinguished from pragmatism theory of truth and morality developed by the
American philosophers Charles Sanders Peirce, Delarey, and William James and, more recently,
Richard Rorty.
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subdisciplines: semantics, syntactics, and pragsaline first, semantics, addresses the
relation of signs to what they refer to, their abge Roughly, this looks at how language
refers to the world. The second, syntactics, stuthie study of the relation of signs to
each other, or syntax. Much of grammar resides. fi@nally, he posits pragmatics as the
study of the relationship between signs and thexpnéters that use them (Levinson, p.
1). Right at the beginning, then, we see that pedgs connects language to its users,
considering speech as it relates to people.

Levinson sees much of the development of pragmatittee second half of the
20" century, at least in the Anglo-American traditias,growing out of dissatisfaction
with the notion that semantics and syntactics aregaching enough to capture the full
meaning of our communications. At the time, herokigithere was a gap between the
theoretical work being done in linguistics and asus of the language actually being
used. They too often used as examples artificigtiesees such as, “The cat is on the
mat,” in order to illustrate their points. Thisagommon criticism of the less empirical
philosophies of language: Such sentences matadehaés of the theoreticians that create
them rather than reflecting the reality of ordinkmyguage use. Thus they are examples
of clear communication, accenting the represematiaspects of language use and
suppressing its other possibilities. But much darggay language use is not like this.
Speech is rarely so clear cut as in this example jtas strange that a theory would reject
real examples of speech simply on the groundsthiegtdon’t fit one’s understanding of
what a language should be. Still, even some of thepretically devised sentences run
into problems that are difficult to solve withoetourse to elements outside of semantics

and syntax. Thus, Levinson says, interest in praigsiaas arisen to account for that
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which seems to lie outside of these realms—asageib help simplify the other two,
which could sometimes become overly baroque ir #dglanations (Levinson, p. 35ff).
The prime example of a linguistic phenomenon tkatss to lie outside of the
reach of semantic and syntactic theory is thateofid. Deictic words (also called
indexicals or shifters) are words that refer irpacsal way (Levinson, p. 54). These
words mix semantics and pragmatics so that theeseatrefers to the immediate context
in which it is being used in such a way that weehmvknow what is happening in that
context for the sentence to be meaningful. Examgulesleixis of person, (they), time
(now, sooiy place fere, therg the relationships between participameam, Mr.
Presiden}, and even references to the conversation iteadf,(hatin “What did you
mean by that?”). Thus, whilds presumed to refer to the speaker or writédghas no
semantic content if we don’t know what the speakewriter is referring to. Thus to
determine the meaning of the sentence, “Pleasetigivéo John,” one needs to step
beyond the “dictionary meanings” of the languagedusnd invoke the extralinguistic
situation: What is the object that is to be giv&ven more complex is the sentence, “I
was talking this loud,” which requires we actudibar the person using his voice as he

says the sentence to understand it.

Turning our attention from literal meaning to coxiigal function

The sentence, “Please give this to John,” is algooal example of another aspect
of language use that purely semantic and syntantityses have difficulty with, which
Levinson calls the functional aspect. We do moaa tsimply refer to things with speech.
“Please give this to John” indeed refers to whatévis is, but it also (hopefully) leads

the hearer to take it and give it to John. And thigctional aspect often does not have a
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one to one relationship with what is said. Whaespesays literally on the surface and
the functions it can take on can be radically défe¢ depending on the way it is used.
One can say something ironically to mean the op@adiwhat is said: “Oh, you're
brilliant.” One can even say something that cartreotound in the semantic content at all.
The request, “Can you pass the salt?” while litgralquestion about the abilities of the
person addressed, functions as a request for thresske to do something.

In order for a linguist to understand this requkstjinson argues, we need to look
beyond the literal, referential function of langaagfter all, the person in the street does
this every day in her interactions with others. &xadn the strangest of circumstances,
we all interpret, “Can you pass the salt?” as aesgrather than a question, even though
there is no indication of it in the content or sture of what is said. We attend to the
function of the sentence at the expense of itelitmeaning—to the point where to
answer the request only on the literal level (vaittyes”) would be considered rude. For
Levinson, the desire to account for the “functidriahction of language has been a
central motivator for pragmatics. Here he citestifs work as the springboard that
inspired many to begin to describe language userms of what we do with it rather
than what we actually say.

How do we explicate the functional function, if oyt reference to literal meaning
or sentence structure? As with deixis, the anssvey be found, literally, outside the
structure of the sentence: in the context. To wtdad how, “Can you pass the salt?”
functions as a request, we need to look not onllgeatraditional principles of reference
and the internal grammatical structure of the serggbut also contextual principles such

as the speaker’s tone of voice, the type situatiamhich it is used, the historical
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relationship between the speakers, and larger xtsngech as cultural expectations of
politeness.

The pragmatists’ concern with context is so centravinson adds, that they tend
to talk abouutterancesvhen referring to the event of speaking rathen @aout
sentences. While “sentence” (or fragment of a seeferefers only to the words that are
said, “utterance” refers to what is said along wiié situated context of the speaking
event (p. 18). It is this shift of focus from samte meaning to utterance in context that
allows us to include much more than literal meammgur interpretations. Again, we do
this every day, so it makes sense to do this im@yf speech. Thus, while we may (as
often is the case with a veiled insult) focus amiythe grammar of the sentence in order
to deny what can done in the saying, the functiartalpretation remains a possibility as
long as we are able to cite the context of whatid.

In the end, while Levinson argues that any integtdinguistic theory must have
a significant pragmatic component, he is unablgite a definition of pragmatics as a
discipline that stands outside other linguisticdgts. Because the referential function of
language and its “functional” function are inhetgimtertwined and cannot be separated,
pragmatics may stand instead as a supplement tagesiand syntactics. And since
languages studied are usually languages as usedpottk of pragmatics has the potential
to be quite broad, informing any approach to lagguane might take. Indeed, after his

survey of various proposed definitions of pragnsasis a subdiscipline of linguistigs,

° As an investigation of language with referencésaisers (p.2); the study of the psychological and
sociological phenomena involved in sign systen)(@ny study of language that looks outside itghtr
conditions (p.12); studies of language that lookt&ntion or “speaker meaning” as opposed to ‘tace
meaning” (p.17); any study of language that focusemeanings not covered by semantics (p.21); laend t
study of how language can come to mean other that iviterally says (p.27).
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Levinson admits that his attempt to create a deasion of labor for pragmatics within
linguistics is rather doomed. He suggests that m@yeho wants to know what
pragmatics is “must simply observe what practitrsrao” (p. 32). The lack of a clear cut
definition may be frustrating or intimidating toetluninitiated, but the pervasiveness of
the phenomena he describes, he argues, requiteghthorough study of language

needs to take pragmatic considerations into account

The pragmatic perspective as an interdisciplinary ®nce

The difficulty Levinson had situating pragmaticghim the linguistic
subdisciplines might not be a bad thing afterlaffragmatic interests originated in
noticing that some linguistic phenomena need te tato account the human context in
which language is used, it may make sense to sayvd are no longer studying
language proper, but rather human behavior fromgaistic perspective. Since (and
perhaps as a result of) Levinson’s writing, thepgcof linguistic interests has broadened:
Transformational-generative grammar is no longad@oinant, and language studies
have expanded beyond the boundaries of strictitige and philosophy of language
into the realms of sociology, anthropology, andchsyogy.

Verschueren’s (1999) presentation of pragmaticsgdkis interdisciplinarity for
granted. He begins like Levinson in distinguishimggmatics from the linguistic
disciplines of semantics and syntactics (as wetihametics, phonology, and
morphology, all of which deal with the creation dathping together of sounds into
meaningful words and sentences). But Verschuerestrated with the “waste basket”
definition of pragmatics as working with the lefeyg of semantics and syntactics (p. 11),

distinguishes between these fields and pragmajissiying while the others take as their
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objects the various linguistic resources availéblspeakers and writers (words and
grammatical structure), pragmatics looks at howuse these linguistic tools at our
disposal in our interactions with each other.

Again we have pragmatics as the study of languageBRBut here Verschueren
takes a radically different position. Rather thammg down on the side of “language as
used,” Verschueren wants to focus onukeitself: language use as a mode of behavior.
Pragmatics for him is a “perspective on linguighenomena in relation to their usage in
forms of behavior” that asks the question of homglaage functions in the lives of
human beings (p. 7). Language use is not simplappdication of an abstract linguistic
system; language use is a human behavior, a fosual action among other forms of
social action. As such, an analysis of languagaaiatleast as interested, if not more, in
the social context of that language use.

This is an important turn. Not only does pragmadittend to the various functions
of language other than its referential aspeceeaks to understand language use primarily
as one of the ways we interact. The situated huoatext of speaking is no longer
supplemental to the analysis of linguistic formsha ground to their figure; the
interpersonal situation now becomes the primargahypf linguistic study. For
Verschueren, pragmatics takes as its primary ftbesfunctioning of language in actual
contexts of use,” relating it to other aspectswhhn life rather than simply to other
linguistic elements (pp. 9-10). In other words,gmatics becomes a global stance, a
perspective, a lens through which to view humaraiein.

As a perspective on human behavior, pragmaticstakeuch closer position to

other disciplines than it did previously. In fa¢grschueren asserts that pragmatics is the
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link between linguistics and human lifefelink between linguistics and the rest of the
humanities and social sciences” (p. 7). The amalyslanguage use becomes the analysis
of human behavior. Johnstone, in Bescourse analysi§2002), describes her discipline
as bringing a particular set of linguistically-bdsealytical methods to bear upon
guestions about social processes. She notes tlsatdisoourse analysis, in fact, is not
done by linguists, but is used “in one way or arotby at least some people in most of
the academic disciplines in which human life isfius” (p. xiii). She also notes that the
explication of the linguistic aspects of socialgess is more and more being done for the
sake of critique or even intervention rather thiampdy to describe (p. 27). This is hardly

a mere academic discipline. Pragmatics is in comnslialogue with the tools and theories
of psychology, sociology, legal theory, and evearalgy. A social scientist working

from a pragmatic perspective may use linguistiegaties side by side with her own in

the pursuit of her own purposes. It becomes a ketsol to be applied to the world.

J. L. Austin: a pragmatic perspective on (inter)acion

Any description of a pragmatic perspective woulddiaiss without discussing
John Austin’s semindiow To Do Things with Word4975). This founding text of what
became known as Speech Act Theory reconstructsniaigctures given at Harvard
University in 1955, where he presented his workhensubject and explored an aspect of
language use he thought had been neglected omelerly ignored in analytic
philosophy’s fixation on truth value and its asstimpthat the primary and most
interesting function of language is to paint aymetof the world to the mind. Austin’s
work is a direct assault on this tradition and Islieve, a clear example of seeing the

world through a pragmatic lens. Austin had a poulenffluence on the development of
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pragmatics within linguistics. As Austin is a platipher, he does not himself speak of a
pragmatic perspective. But in his analysis of shests he takes one. He looks at
language use as behavior, avoiding falling intotwhaaid while being sensitive to the
meaning of behavior. And he begins to draw out sofitee implications of this way of
seeing. He provides a remedy for our habit of Inglat speech as primarily about truth,
a habit that too often leads us to overlook therpgrsonal and social functions of
speaking. Austin’s work is vibrant, humorous, afiém critical, bringing to light
elements of our experience that usually remaiheattges. As we will see in the third
chapter, it is this critical side of Austin’s peespive that has drawn his work into

dialogue with psychoanalytic theory.

Against representation

Austin’s chief complaint about the linguistic phstiphy of his time was its
domination by logical positivism, concerning itsefth questions of the content of our
utterances, such as how a word could refer to ggcband how such words fit together
in the logic of sentences to make a propositioa tufalse. The assumption in logical
positivism, he says, is that language use is priyf@onstative,” consisting of
statements about the world: “This is a peach,hwte famously, “The cat is on the mat.”
If this is the case, an utterance’s meaning issamdly to its truth value such that it is
meaningful insofar as it can be said to refer ds ta refer to reality. At the extreme
positivistic end of such an approach, the possytili a statement’s truth and falsity is
used as a litmus test for whether or not a sentemwlel be considered meaningful at all;

if it could not be true or false, it was to be dissed as nonsense. The desire was to

create a completely clear language that commurmiqaeefectly (Rorty, 1967).
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Austin, of course, was not the first to remind &islience of the obvious fact that
not all language use is of the type that can bedrualse. Questions, for example, can
only be considered true or false if reduced toexp kind of statement (e.g., seeing “Is
the ball green?” as a converted case of “The bateen”). More problematic is shouting
the warning, “Look out!” to someone who is in dandg&ut Austin’s analysis aims to
make a deeper point: Not only is reference nobtilg function of language use; it may
not even be its primary or most interesting funttidhere is no reason to think that the
descriptive statement, “The cat is on the mat, usdhgerve as an ideal model for
language usage, and no reason to try to view ther giossibilities of speech as derivative
forms of statements by attempting to deduce tingih tvalue. This is simply an
assumption we have inherited:

We certainly do not know that this is so, any méwe example, than that all

utterances must have first begun as imperativesgi@e argue) or as swear-

words—and it seems much more likely that the “pt@tement is a goal, an

ideal, towards which the gradual development adrsm has given the impetus, as

it has likewise towards the goal of precision (pp-73).
Perhaps there is in the end no fundamental functidanguage at all, but rather we
assign a fundamental function based on our inréste western tradition tends to take
a representational perspective, where speechmsasegainting a picture of reality to the
mind. The problem to be solved in this view is tbhow the copy of objective reality
gets into the subject’s head. As mentioned beforigs extreme version this view rejects
any language use that does not function towardsidgethis picture as meaningless.
Even if we do not take this extreme view, a prafeesfor the constative leads us to

ignore the other possibilities of speech and lagsalves in deciphering the “meaning”

in the content of what is said.
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This representational view has been the subjeexigtential critiques. But even
the language of existential phenomenology, whilerapresentational in a narrow sense
of re-presenting to the subject some hypothetibgative or perspectiveless reality,
gives primacy to the realm of meaning and referemapeech. The “world” that
language creates, the world that the qualitatiseaecher must explore through the words
of the subject, still depends on the notion ofttras the unfolding of meaning
(Heidegger, 1927/1996, p. 201ff). So speech ikatibutthe world, even if in a creative
or constitutive way. Some, such as Foucault, revétrs traditional dichotomy of
representation over pragmatic function, critiquing western tradition’s “meaning-
obsessed society” and looking at speaking instequbhtical exertion of power. From
this reversed perspective, it is the political atpef speech that come to the fore, while
its meaningful or representational aspects areidsad—to the point where the
discourse of truth and representation itself isvei@ as nothing more than a tool for the
subjugation of other discourses (Dreyfus and Rafjri®83, p. xxv). Austin looks to
move away from this representational approach ¢edp as content about reality. It may
be wise to follow him on this point and not assuhe either the constative or the
performative is the “more real.”

Against this preference for the constative, and thhuepresentative perspective on
language use, Austin introduces an alternate cgtejaitterances he calls
performativesthings that we say that are not so msafingsomething agoing
something. Initially, Austin’s favorite examplesahe “I do” said in the context of a
marriage ceremony and the act of saying, “I nanseghip the Queen Elizabeth,” while

smashing a bottle against a ship’s hull (Austiry3,P. 5). These “explicit



46

performatives,” as he calls them, are on the sardhiicult to describe as
representation®. That is, it does not make much sense to ask whstiod sentences are
true or false; nor does it make sense, in Ausgstimation, to ask what the meaning of
such a statement is. Rather, ask what these stat®h@ In these cases, they function to
change the legal status of a person from unmatoiedarried and officially christen a
ship. There is no truth or falsity to these statetsien place of these categories, Austin
says, we are concerned instead with whether thenlcdo what they purport to do:
whether they marry a person or christen the shig,tbey only pretend to do this.
Performatives, rather than being true or falsegffiextive or ineffective. Austin uses
“happy” and “felicitous” for the former and “unhagipor “infelicitous” for the latter (p.
14). Thus saying “l do” in the proper circumstanedth the proper persons constitutes
the act of marrying someone; and the naming of@ slone by the proper person in the
proper ceremony, actually makes it so. Such actdasb(e.g., if | do not have the proper
credentials or position, or if | am saying it astpd a theatrical performance), but they
cannot be true or false.

In distinguishing between performatives and constat Austin provides the thin
edge of a wedge that allows us to begin to see ptissible functions of language than
representation or truth and falsity. But expli@rformatives such as, “I do,” make up
only a small fraction of what can be done througdeaking. Over the course of his
lectures he broadens the scope of his analysistode “indirect speech acts” (or

“primary utterances”), things that we say that, le/imot explicitly actions such as the

19While | am naming this ship the Queen Elizabesim be described as a representation of whatettsop
is doing, it does not function in the same way mame this ship the Queen Elizahethat is, the former
does not actually name the ship, whereas the dttes.
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ceremonious christening of a ship, neverthelesstiom as performatives in the speaking
situation. An example we have already seen isdbaest, “Can you pass the salt?”
Austin’s own example is, “There is a bull in theldi,” which appears to be (and is) a
representative statement about reality on the abfggel but also functions as a warning
in the proper situational context where someormasning to enter said field (p. 33).
These indirect speech acts are not easily categbag a separate class distinct
from constatives; “There is a bull in the field} @ the face of it, constative. But it also
has other functions. Due to this multiplicity ohfttions Austin begins to question the
possibility of distinguishing between constatives @erformatives at all. In light of the
speaking situation, the constative statements aleality that are so central to our
tradition also contain performative elements. Etlenexemplary statement of fact, “The
cat is on the mat,” functions performatively inedst a few ways: It informs the listener
of a state of affairs; it puts the speaker in asuased position of one who has the right to
say something about that state of affairs; anaviteés a response from the listener to
confirm or disconfirm that position (Austin, 19%%,139). In expanding his analysis to
indirect speech acts, Austin aligns himself withr&éhueren’s description of a pragmatic
perspective. We are no longer looking at a sepafass of linguistic events; we are
taking a perspective on all language use that labkise context in order to see how it
might be functioning in human life. We may look foplicit pragmatic functioning in
all language use, analyzing the performative “feeéWwhat is said. There is no longer
the need to determine if an utterance is primaepresenting reality or doing something.

It often does both.
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But there is a significant difference between ectpand implicit performatives.
Unlike explicit performatives, where their functiedetermined by official institutions
and we can usually determine case by case whéigate successful or not, primary
utterances are open to all the messy ambiguitytakes, failures, and attempts at repair
that we experience in our everyday social relahgs Much of this ambiguity is due to
the fact that the conditions of their functioning aot readily apparent and that they are
often performing multiple functions at onteThis leads to misunderstanding,
negotiation, and argument over what is happening.ewen capitalize on this ambiguity
by responding to the performances that fit our ggaald frustrate those of the speaker.
Interestingly, some performatives are only effeztvhen they araot explicit. Many
insults function in this way. “You are a jerk,” vilniappearing to be a statement of fact,
makes a far more effective attack than the momadhrl insult you” (Austin, 1975, p.
31)1? And the benefit is that we can then deny the insuét least direct attention away
from it to its content—another performance—nby faling it up with evidence for its
truth: “(You are a jerk) for what you did to me't;, fmrcefully reinterpreting what has
been done: “l was merely stating a factThese complex interactions contain the hidden

pragmatic level of speech, the dynamics of intexpeal relating that we see every day.

1 While Austin believes that one of the charactissthat distinguishes explicit from implicit
performatives is that the former’s functional agpeclear and unambiguous (a promise or a vow)ewhi
the latter must be translated and thus can be ocoigrézed (p. 69), even explicit performatives anplicit
in the sense that their functions are not limietheir explicit purpose: Thiedo in a marriage ceremony
carries with it other unofficial effects, possiltdyinging tears of joy, anger, and relief—and a iegrof
other unforeseeable consequences.

12 Another alternative tgou are a jerklikely preferred by therapists, limm angry with you for what you
did. Like Austin’s alternative, this is not very effe® as an insult, but one might argue that it dcdhdve
more desirable effects in the long term.

13R. D. Laing highlights how such actions are subsety kept underground by further speech acts that
place the person who would expose them in theipasif being wrong, mad, or bad—an untenable
position that he considers schizophrenogenic (1p8%0).
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Relationships are forged, commitments are maddeswicen, and entities come in and
out of existence, all through the use of words.

So far our illustration of the pragmatic perspeetnas focused on its calling into
guestion the assumption that representation ipringary function of speech, pointing
instead to its other possibilities. The remainmwg sections of this chapter will address
more specifically how we determine what is happgnihen we speak. Each will address
a particular theme in pragmatics, both of whicmtowr attention to what is happening
around what is said. First | will discuss sometfulicategories that Austin distinguishes
within the act of speaking. These distinctions ¢itim light the interpersonal nature of
speech acts, and will be important when we turthécoverlapping of psychoanalysis and
pragmatics. Then I will return to the issue of exttn order to begin to lay out where
exactly the pragmaticist draws his or her eviddnma in his or her interpretations. This
will also be a theme in the next chapter, whenaek lat some of the pragmatic empirical
studies that have been done on therapeutic pro&gas, both of these themes focus on

the space between people, revealing interpersooaégses as they speak.

The linguistic mechanics of verbal interaction.

Having distinguished between the constative antbpeative levels of discourse
by viewing an utterance as a speech act withituatsbnal context, Austin then turns in
his lectures to develop a more explicit theorypd#exch acts. We can promise, lie,
intimidate, and bestow with words. But how exadihes this work? Austin makes some
further distinctions within the performative lewdlspeech that bring into view some of
the subtle processes that occur when we speake Tinesesses are significant because,

in the same way that pragmatics challenges theseptational function of language,



50

they challenge the boundaries between individingswe often take for granted. They
draw us closer to thaterpersonal functioning of speech. Austin places oau$ on the
space in between the participants in a conversationder to show that much of
linguistic action is radically interpersonal in ngd.

There are, according to Austin, three differentsgsnn which we may say we are
doing something when we speak. From the perspectispeaking as situated linguistic
interaction, we can seda@cutionaryact, anllocutionary act, and gerlocutionaryact
(pp. 94ff). It is in these acts that we begin te seme of the ways our words have an
effect on other people.

The locutionary act is the most simple: it is tkeaf saying something, a
behavior we commonly point out with the formulaésaid x.” To perform a locution, a
person articulates words in some manner (usuatly thie voice) consisting of a
vocabulary from a particular language and follownegtain communal forms of
grammar that make sense to others. Otherwise wé&vwdascribe what the person is
doing as “speaking gibberish” rather than sayingething—though this in itself is an
act with effects of its own (p. 110). The constitatrules of the locutionary act
essentially demand that a person be saying songetimeaningful” in the loosest sense
to be described as communicating.

If a locutionary act is the aof saying something, we may say that an
illocutionary act is what is doria saying something: asking a question, making a
command, stating a fact, giving information (p..98)is is Austin’s entry point for his
performative analysis of speech discussed aboverenlie greet, support, inform,

threaten, and insult each other. These are thmutilans Austin usually refers to when he
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speaks of illocution. But in addition to the pantar illocutionary effects a speech act has
in the world (greeting, supporting, etc.), there @vo other illocutions that usually occur
when we speak: we get the other’s attention (“segurptake”) and we invite a response
(p. 118). These three acts, the securing of uptakeing a response, and the particular
“intended” (or not) action such as supporting ae#tening, are all on the illocutionary
level. Such acts can often be made explicit inyslagy speech with the constructiom “
saying | would shoot him | was threatening him”1@2). (Or “In telling him the cat was
on the mat, | got his attention and got him to cesp”)

The third element, the perlocutionary act, referthe effect or result
corresponding to the illocutionary action: It isatls doneyy speaking, what speaking
accomplishes. This is where the interpersonal aimmeAustin’s perspective comes into
view. When | effectively threaten someone (illoontry act) | also intimidate him
(perlocutionary act). Likewise, when | effectivelgk a question, | place the other in the
position of someone who is expected to know thevangunless it is rhetorical). Austin
admits that he sometimes has trouble distinguisbetgeen illocution and perlocution
(pp. 124ff), but he gives a rough and ready litriass to distinguish illocution from
perlocution: While I can explicitly point to whatm doing on the subject side (I can use
the formula, “I hereby argue/threaten...”), | canaat a perlocution in the same way.
There is no room in our language for the explioitiula “I hereby convince/intimidate
... (p. 118). The distinction between illocution apérlocution rides on (and is as
ambiguous as) the distinction between who is periiog what act when we speak. When
my speech secures the uptake of (demands a resjpomgeanother person, the other

person feels the force of my demand regardlesshethver he chooses or not. He
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becomes a (willing or unwilling) participant in daurse with me simply by the fact that |
have addressed him.

With perlocution, the assumed boundaries betwediniduals begin to break
down. It may seem odd to ascribe the effects artesf an act to the act itself,
particularly when we are talking about human relahips. We are used to applying the
language of cause and effect to events in the wand readily translate, “I threw the
rock and the rock moved through the air and stthekwindow, and the force of the rock
broke the window,” into, “I broke the window withé rock.” But we are more resistant,
as therapists, to translating “He pressured medakothe window” into “He made me
break the window.” Such a formulation rubs agamstpreconceptions of what it means
to be a responsible adult. We generally ascribh garenulations to children and the
developmentally delayed, responding, “If he told yo jump off a bridge, would you do
that too?” We read interpretations such as, “Heamad do it,"as rejections of personal
autonomy and responsibility.

We might be tempted to view the locutionary, illbooary, and perlocutionary
acts as three separate acts, and then to lookifsatrelationships among them (e.g.,
How did my threat result in intimidating you?). Taeswer would then be found inside
the heads of the participants through an analydiseir thoughts and experienteBut
Austin makes it clear that these three acts areaah®ns from the whole speech

situation, three ways in which we act, not sepaaate in themselves (p. 147-48). While

1 There is a world of difference between saying 4d®a her angry” and saying “l said x and she became
angry.” One could explicate the difference betwtentwo in terms of the different effects each ation

of the event would have—in other words, by viewihg act of interpretation as itself an interpretabl
speech act. Each statement places the “me” arthéin&in different relationships with each otheuch a
distinction has the potential to be a fruitful #yeeutic intervention.
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the perlocutionary act is not necessarily equiviaierts illocutionary counterpart (in that
he is also not in control of the perlocution in #ane way that he is in control of the
illocution—my threat to harm someone can resuéingering the recipient rather than
intimidating him), Austin still attributes it to ¢hact of the speaker. From this perspective
the illocution of threatening and the correspongiegocution of intimidating or

angering ar@ot separate acts that are causally related. Thegspects of the same
utterance. Regardless of what | might say | wasniding to do by saying something, for
Austin the effects of my utterance are conventigaats of my action (p. 119). | could

still say “I angered/intimidated him by saying thatould shoot him” without surprising
anyone.

This way of looking at human interaction flies retface of our modernist
practice of separating ourselves from others. Thezdwo habits that might get in the
way of our accepting the notion and consequencesndcution. The first is our
conception of what it means to be a person, wheirgglthe source of activity is good
and being moved or influenced is taken as a sidpair ego boundaries.” The second is
our preference for the content level of speeclhéceixclusion of the performative.
Indeed, these habits may be connected insofarrgzei@rence for the constative level
of speech stems from our ignorance of how speechestts us to each other. And the
language used may itself function to keep the perddive level unconscious insofar as it
draws our attention to the spoken and away fronsgi@aking. But the recognition of
perlocution highlights the interpersonal natursméech acts and the power speech has to
move others. Austin here is looking at the spedadatson structurally, without the

atomistic assumption that the individuals involeadst outside of their situation. It



54

locates the force of the actions in the conventadrtbe situation and constitutive rules of
discourse rather than in the will of the individuahd this force works quietly and
unseen. My speech secures a response from the atttewhether or not that response is
the “desired” response or not (whether a threghfans or angers), it is still brought
about by my speaking. And because how | say songgthia choice, | can still be held
responsible for the way | say something and itsatéf regardless of what | intended.
One might say, then, that my intentions are toelvealed in speech, rather than in my
head*®

Our proclivity for interpreting speech as an outvaignification of internal
mental states leads us too readily to interprat) §oing to shoot you,” as a statement of
internal intentions, and then attempt to discenv heal that intent actually is. This mode
of interpretation, which Austin dubs the “descnptfallacy,” again views speech as
either true or false, about an internal realityt 8tands behind it. But if | threaten a
person with bodily harm, it seems to make moreesenawe want to see what is
happening interpersonally—to ask if the threat vedrki.e., if it had sufficient force to
bring about the “desired” response—whatever thghirie) than it is to wait and see if
my follow through will render the content of thatsment true or ndt.

Thus for Austin speech is not a way into a persbead; in fact, this assumption

can easily prevent us from seeing what is happekirggn the perspective of the

15 Interestingly, one of the ways that we try to dbs@urselves from the responsibility of perlocatids
through recourse to personal intentions: “But Indithtendto threaten you!” And then we blame the other
for misinterpreting us rather than taking respaifigitfor what we have done.

1% Freud somewhere: intentions are found in the t@subnd Lacan: “Meaning is determined in the place
of the Other.

" Incidentally, this also addresses the clinicalstjoa of how “seriously” to take suicidal threafie
response tbam going to kill myself often to attempt to discern how real the iritents—instead of
wondering how this threat functions transferentiail the relationship between patient and clinician
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descriptive fallacy, “I apologize for what | dids equivalent to, “I am apologizing for
what | did.” But these do not function the saméhi@ speech situation and certainly are
not experienced in the same way by the hearer.iae apology; the other is a
statement that functions to direct attention togpeaker’s behavior and away from his
actual current speaking behavior, which is morerothan not the avoidance of an
apology or an attempt to reap the benefits of lpaologized (see Austin, 1975, pp. 9,
70, & 100). If this second utterance contains sidfit force (is well timed, done in the
right context), the redirection succeeds.

Austin’s understanding of perlocution calls intaegtion not only our
presumption that language may not be primarilyes@ntational, but also our
understanding of ourselves as self-contained iddals. At this point it seems that
looking more closely at the act of speaking witbragmatic lens commits us to an
intersubjectivity that opens the subject to itssalg, placing our focus on the space in
between individuals. The between is no longer gaes between pre-existing subjects; it
becomes an interpersonal field of activity uponakiithe mechanics of speech operate to
define and move both speaker and respondent. Tredibef this perspective, strange as
it may seem, is that it can bypass attempts at m@ading and trying to determine a
person’s unconscious intentions. It also movesagy/drom seeing human interaction in
terms of causal or linear relationships betweeedaibjto a more dynamically useful
structural or systemic understanding of relatinthi style of Bateson (1972) or Laing
(1969). It turns instead to the way we conventilynage language to bring about effects
in the world. We will return to this point and timeplications it may have for a

psychoanalytic perspective in the final chapter.
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Justifying what is seen: analyzing the text of corersation

| have stated several times that the pragmati&sltm the side of the content of
speech into the situated context of its use inrai@eeveal the other functions of
language. By referring to context, linguistic preses can be made explicit to shioow
the pragmatic functions of speech work; they ajealfiable. Interpretations can then be
defended, shared, and explained. But this is tgo&aWhat concretely are we looking at
when we are looking at the context of speaking,faod do we do it empirically? Since
the ultimate goal is to present interpersonal acii® evidence to support what
psychoanalysis sees, we need a set of tools acglined heuristic telling us what parts
of the speech situation we can turn to in ordgustify our interpretations. We must
Mmove unconscious processes into a public spadesthiey can be studied empirically,
as linguistic acts that are part of our embeddedbpractices. We can then point to
speech acts as examples of these social praativés)g discussion and other
interpretations of what is there. If this moveuseessful, and we can see unconscious
processes pragmatically then they are no longestagsts that only the analyst can see.

In order for this to happen, language use mustésanted as data for analysis. In
the field of empirical pragmatic research, exampleshich we will see in the next
chapter, the first step of an analysis of conversas to objectify the discourse by
transcribing it into a text. This then allows foetapplication of traditional methods of
textual analysis as well as other methods develspedifically for the analysis of
conversation. This “fixing” of a text through tramgption transforms the fleeting and
momentary speech event into a piece of data tmabeasiewed empirically, returned to

in order to be viewed again, and placed on thestldvldiscussion and reinterpretation.
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The actions performed in speech can be explicatedigh an analysis of its text. Ricoeur
(1971) argues that the text of a conversation,evndt the same thing as the conversation
itself, retains not only the prepositional cont@unstative level) of speech and the fact
of speaking (the locution); it also “presents @ldionary’ traits very similar to those of
the speech acts” (p. 540). The text, then, acpibbc data that contains meaningful
action that can be analyzed as “an object of seieffc 538).

In fact, fixing the text allows us to see actionrmolearly than we can when we
look at conversatiom vivo. First, a stance outside the conversation makash that we
are not immediately affected by the speech of tmersation, at least not in the way
that we would if we were participants. We thus psdde illocutions of the situation, and
are able to see with an outsider’s perspective whglht otherwise be affecting us in the
situation itself. But secondly, and more importafdr those who are looking for
unconscious action performed outside of the awaeotits actors, fixing a conversation
in text puts what is said in a different relatiomsWith its speakers:

With written discourse, the author’s intention dhel meaning of the text cease to

coincide ... The text’s career escapes the finitézbarlived by its author. What

the text says now matters more than what the autieant to say, end every
exegesis unfolds its procedures within the circuerfee of a meaning that has

broken its moorings to the psychology of its auttiBicoeur, 1971, p. 534)

Unlike in spoken discourse, where the interpretatibwhat is said is ultimately decided
with reference to the author’s intention (exceptddd cases like psychotherapy), the
author is no longer master in his own house irataysis of a text. The unconscious or
“un”intended actions are opened for interpretabgrthe other.

Thus the fixing of conversation into text is thesfikey to making psychoanalysis

more empirical. With the text objectified, interpenal actions can be analyzed as
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performances in the text. Previously psychologioaistructs can be interpreted from the
text—empirically—as interpersonal actions, and wha&aid can be pointed to as
evidence in support of interpretations. But withatvdlo we interpret? In order for
interpretations to be justifiable, the interpretkey or lens must also be visible—and at
least somewhat disciplined. Freud (1900/65) sotlghsame sort of disciplined key for
interpretation irthe interpretation of dreamsvhere he distinguished between an
interpretation where the “key to the symbolizati®@arbitrarily chosen by the interpreter”
and his method, in which “the keys are [supposegiylerally known and laid down by
firmly established linguistic usage” (p. 377).

| should note as an aside an important issue fprrdarpretive method that uses
transcripts as its data. Ochs (1979) makes it thedrthe fixing or objectifying of a text
is not a natural or spontaneous process—and feofaran “objective” presentation of
what is said. Transcribers choose how much ofuatan to reproduce in the text (e.qg.
how much nonverbal behavior is to be included, wioeindicate tone of voice in order
to guide interpretation, and whether to use stahdethography or to present a more
phonetically-based picture). What is presentedhavdit is construed should be
determined, according to Ochs, by the aims of éisearcher: what he or she is trying to
show?® Thus, while the situation may be objectified id@rto be referred to and talked
about, the ambiguity of the situation (and the pmlsty of multiple interpretations) is not
fixed through transcription. One might have trarsm a situation differently in order to

support a different interpretation.

18 And because this is done according to what iebeti to be relevant to the task, Ochs says, the a@im
the researcher should also be made clear (rathemitetending to be “just looking” at the text nder to
see what is there).
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Unfortunately, just as there is no simple (or caempfor that matter),
straightforward interpretive key in psychoanaly#ii®re is no set answer to the question
of where to look for action in the speech situati@hcourse we can develop an intuitive
nose that allows us to pick up pragmatic proceggssas we hear, “Can you pass the
salt?” as a request in everyday use, we can tlwnftr what it is that might lead us to
hear it in this way, and point out in the contektatvit might be that led us to this
understanding. The goal is that we should be abb®int to it in a way that encourages
others to see what we see.

For Austin, it is the speech act’s conventionaldibons of satisfaction that make
it succeed or falil. It is only when the proper cibinds are satisfied that we can say a
couple is actually married: the proper people ptoper procedure, the proper setting, as
well as the larger context of the structure of lilsgic conventions and discourse
practices that surround the act. Searle (1969pvimhg Austin, refers to these contextual
factors as “felicity conditions” (p. 60, see alsasAin, p. 14), a subset of the systems of
“constitutive rules” that make symbolic or meanimgiction possible (p. 51). Not
meeting the felicity conditions of an act leadd #et to fail.

Constitutive rules are not rules in the sense tdrd@ning what a person does; in
fact they have only the loosest connection to sliiwe intention. Instead, they determine
the possibilities of what can be done—or what daef ‘at all. For example, in order to
say that my throwing a rubber ball into a hoopl&y/mg basketball | must be doing so
within the context of a certain set of rules anaictices that constitute the game of
basketball (e.g., that it is on a court, with otpkyers on a team, following certain

procedures in order to score more points than tier eeam). If these contextual
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conditions are not in effect, | cannot say thanl@aying basketball—although | may be
practicing. A sufficient number of these contextizaitors can be pointed out to satisfy
the question of what a person is doing with thé hétewise, in order for me to
effectively christen a ship | must have been apedithrough the proper channels and
say certain things within the proper ceremony. @tise my actions do not constitute the
christening of a ship. | may be doing something ¢erhaps making a mockery of the
ceremony), but | am not christening a ship. Agaie,point to these factors if we want to
justify our interpretation of what is happening.

With indirect speech acts, such as insulting, commgahting, or even in just
making statements of fact, the constitutive ruliegiscourse are less formal but, perhaps,
no less rigid. Yet, unlike with explicit speechsdahe felicity conditions of implicit
speech acts are not laid out beforehand and asehtmdler to determine. Unfortunately,
Austin does not give us much help in this regandsti’s work, having caught sight of
the multiple possibilities of language use, id gtieliminary, and he does not specify
what aspects of context we are to turn to in otdeletermine the multiple and
unforeseen functions of implicit performatives. Ndan we limit context to constitutive
rules, as Searle (1969) attempts to do in his arsabf promising. In fact, Austin goes in
the opposite direction of greater detail, statimgf tthe total speech act in the total speech
situation is thenly actualphenomenon which, in the last resort, we are esgjay
elucidating” (Austin, 1975, p. 148). “The total ggh situation” is, to say the least, a
rather large affair. As it is not possible to lags/thing bare, to make explicit everything
implicit and hence determine every possibility mefand, we are still left with the

guestion of where to look.
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Thus, while it may be possible to lay out the fgficonditions for explicit speech
acts, we are left without guidance from the spesathheorists as to where to look in the
context of speaking in order to justify an intetpten of an insult, a warning, or any of
the many things we do to each other in the everyadaypersonal field of speech. Our
concern here is (as is the concern of the clin)darstay grounded and avoid arbitrary
and unjustifiable interpretations while not misssagnething that might be relevant by
setting arbitrary limits on our vision.

Verschueren (1999) argues that we should leaveritegia open rather than set
strict limitations on what contexts can be invokedan interpretation. This does not
mean that anything is fair game. Since he holdsdbatexts are generated in language
use rather than “out there” waiting to be discodéfenalysts should watch the way
these are generated in conversation, for conteXtigders” that could lend themselves
to fruitful interpretation. The limits are partienlto the speaking situation, and the
pragmaticist who wants to justify his interpretatattends to those limits: “The challenge
is to discover those [boundaries] in specific ins&s of language use, rather than to
impose them on the basis of a pre-conceived thealehodel” (p. 109).

So the interpretation of implicit performativegasbe done on a case-by-case
basis, post hoc, through the “explicature” of cah{®'erschueren, 1999, p. 27). This is
where we can turn back to the sociolinguists, whtir empirical background and

methods, for help. Since we cannot lay out all {iml#ses beforehand, we need a

9t is this belief and the ensuing anxiety aboet plssibility of infinite contextualization that kéehueren
sees as the motivation behind attempts to limitexirto preset criteria: “This is why the Griceaption to
define meaning—atfter introducing a clearly pragmpgrspective—entirely in terms of the individual
utterer’s intentionality was so easily adoptedhesdtandard for many years. It gave a false imjme s
manageability” (p.108).
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disciplined way to look into the speech situatiororder to interpret what is happening
between speakers. Johnstone (2002) states theddhst a set interpretive procedure, we
should use a heuristic, “a set of discovery prooesléor systematic application or a set
of topics for systematic consideration” (p. 9) withich we can “illuminate facets of the
communication process that are important and notachately apparent” (p. 7).

These heuristics are the stuff of textbooks, afféréint theorists give different
advice on how to apply the contextual elementshtigts and rules of language use, in
interpreting a speech event. | will discuss sominese interpretive keys in more detail
as they become relevant to particular analysdsaridilowing chapters; but for now |
refer the reader to the following guides for sumegrEach heuristic has its own
strengths (keeping in mind that what one draws fdemends on what one is looking for
in the text). Verschueren (1999) gives four “angles believes constitute a pragmatic
perspective (pp. 65ff). Johnstone (2002), a Dissednalyst, gives six different
categories of context to consider in determiningtng being done in language use.
Nofsinger (1991), a Conversational Analyst, beguth conventional rules but adds to
this Gricean maxims of conversational implicatuvhjch are used to explain how
speakers interpret each other’s utterances in wigs than by what they literally s&.
Nofsinger also extensively employs common strutteleaments of conversation

(“sequences”) that have been culled from empicalyses of real conversations.

2 One of these is the “cooperative principle,” whadsumes that participants in a conversation catger
in a conversation to follow its thread. Anothemgiple is that of “quality,” which in part assuntbst
participants are saying what they believe to be.t@bviously these principles are not always foddvin
practice; but it is assumed that in everyday cosatisn speakers are actiag ifthey are. See Levinson’s
(1983) third chapter for a discussion of this.
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In the next chapter we will look at some examplielsaav the pragmatic
perspective and its empirical method have beemtakan the field of psychology, and
attempt to move the method towards the explicatigmsychoanalytic constructs. As we
do, we will see the various ways that researcheirst po situational factors of speech in
order to support their interpretations. It remdambe seen which tools will be most
fruitful for illuminating psychoanalytic constructs should be remembered that
regardless of which heuristic is used, there shbaldo fantasy that what is revealed is
simply a description of what is. As we have seemane no longer in a place or time
where we can pretend to be looking at a preexistbjgctive world as if from no point of
view. What we are trying to see will determine haw look for it, and how we look in
turn determines what we see—and as Gergen (20@@edaut, we are responsible for
the results. It is possible that there is no “ningtful” method at all, and that
psychoanalytic interpretive methods will be as ntous as the various ways we can

interpret language use.
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Chapter 3: Pragmatics, psychology, and the studyféherapy process

We have seen that a pragmatic perspective moveatiamtion away from what
people are talking about and towards the verbatagtions between them, to what we do
to one another with speech. The traditional assiomphat speech is primarily
constative, that its function is to represent tteeldy is called into question, allowing its
other functions—many of which are interpersonalature—to come to the fore.
Discourse Analysts and Conversation Analysts haweldped empirically founded
methods that rely on the conventional and pattenagdre of language use in order to
study these functions. They invoke conventionspfag them out in transcripts of
conversations, in order to interpret what is happgbetween speakers.

In this chapter I will return to the previous tagkpersuasively presenting
psychoanalytic constructs by discussing some o that the pragmatic perspective
has already been taken up within psychology inrom@explicate psychological
processes. The purpose of this will be threefailidt At will show some of what can be
done by (and some of the implications of) apphamgnterdisciplinary social perspective
to a field that is traditionally considered to lmcerned with internal processes. Second,
it will illustrate some of the pragmatic categorasl keys of analysis. Third, it will
remark upon a tendency of this empirical reseavavbid engaging with psychoanalysis
out of a desire to avoid being wed to a partictharapeutic school and, more
particularly, a desire to avoid psychoanalysis’agn with internal constructs such as

unconscious intention. This third point has le@ tmissed opportunity of any
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engagement between the two discourses—an engagdmerds | have been arguing,

would be a fruitful one.

Pragmatics in psychology

As an interdisciplinary perspective, pragmaticglagation to psychological
matters has been quite diverse and has been cauiad the absence of a unified body
of theorists. It is as diverse as the field of p®yogy itself. Clark (1996) is the leading
theorist in connecting pragmatics with cognitivggi®logy, attempting to dialogue the
internal perspective of cognitive science with $beial perspective of pragmatics.
Other$! have connected a pragmatic perspective with neigmese, using pragmatic
analyses to show, for example, that brain-damaggigiduals interpret speech more
concretely (that is, literally, rather than pickiag on performative meaning) than their
normal counterparts through their failure to pigkan the pragmatic level of what is said
(Foldi, 1987) as well as how aphasic patients chmsatheir speech in order to achieve
pragmatic goals in spite of a linguistic handichpsser & Milroy, 1993). This second
study ties in with psycholinguistics, a large fi¢thét includes studies of the process of
second language acquisition (Bahns, Burmeister §e¥,dl986) and the problem of
distinguishing speech pathology from thought disesd Smith & Leinonen, 1992).
Finally, there has been some interesting work wreltgomental pragmatics, where
researchers bring a pragmatic perspective to beguestions about how we learn to talk

(Bruner, 1975; Bates, Camaioni, & Volterra, 1978)ey answer these questions not in

L A good introduction to the various ways pragmattias been brought to bear in psychology (and where
excerpts from many of these works, which span liatckthe 1970’s, can be found) is in Kasher (1998).
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terms of innate abilities or the cognitive devel@otof the child, but in terms of the
relational function of the speech the children taskave an effect on their mothéfs.
Within the area of pragmatic psychotherapy researciee a similar diversity
going back to Labov and Fanshel’'s (1977) groundtingastudy, generally considered to
be the first. The topics are expansive, leading pooliferation of discourse rather than to
any “progress” towards consensus. A few exampléddwilisted here, and | will return
to discuss the details of some of them below. Eds/ét995) analyzes how each member
in couples therapy uses various performances ierdodestablish his or her own
characterization of their relationship as the “traee (often portraying the self as victim
and the other as aggressor). The study exposdsraeré of the power struggle between
couples, showing how they manage their identity @eticipation within it, and suggests
ways to sidestep such an impasse by approachasgaih issue of perspective. Silverman
& Perakyla (1990) study excerpts from AIDS counsgkessions, noting “disturbances”
in the rhythm of the conversation at points whaeedonversants are about to broach the
sensitive topics of sex and death. They also foBome of the ways that the counselors
manage these topics that either increase or dectieadevel of disturbance in the
conversation. They suggest ways that the counsafgitt work to position him- or
herself in relation to the client as well as diffier ways to introduce sensitive topics in a
way that minimizes conversational disturbance. Rbpwdhury (2003) presents a study
of a consultation with a therapist that analyzeseof the power relationships (namely

the attempts of the client to put the therapighanrole of information and advice giver,

22 One interesting finding (Bates, Camaioni, & Volger1979) is that children seem to develop an
understanding of the interpersonal functions aral-goectedness of speech before they grasp its
representational function—a finding that could haigificant implications for psychoanalysis (adlvas
attachment theory).
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and how the therapist avoids it) and the role dtucal differences in this struggle.

Lastly, Goicoechea (2006) presents a study that asembination of Conversation
Analysis and interviews to analyze how the discewfspsychiatric diagnosis is used
between staff and patients in a state institutioa way that shapes their identities and the
way the latter come to interpret their own behae®f'symptomatic.”

Perhaps the best way to show the expansivenebsatsearch is to note
particular studies that have reinterpreted theirigsl of earlier studies by appealing to the
same data. Madill & Barkham (1997) reexamine ats$enies of psychotherapy sessions
from a database that had been previously intemgp(&ield, Barkham, Shapiro, Stiles,
Rees, & Reynolds, 1994). Whereas the original shatloutlined eight stages in the
patient’s presentation of her problems (relyingaaiating system to fit utterances into
specific categories), the reinterpretation used¢@isse Analysis to map three distinct
“subject positions” the patient took throughout therapy and show how these positions
contributed (and eventually helped her to easejlepression. Stancombe & White
(1997) point out possible problematic presupposgim a study by Frosh, Burck,
Strickland-Clark, & Morgan (1996)—namely, that théesire to show that the therapy is
effective leads them to overlook the therapistfergs in the dialogue. Their
reinterpretation of the transcripts attends closelthe rhetorical devices employed by
the therapist in order to manage the concernseofammily she is working with, moving
their talk from assignments of blame towards maouéftil discussion. Thus, they
believe, they illustratbowthe therapy is working rather than showihgtit is working.
Finally, Packer (2000) presents four separate egbay use Conversation Analysis to

analyze a videotape of a consultation at a conferéetween R. D. Laing and a
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schizophrenic woman. Each essay (Bortle, 2000; @aig 2000; Harper, 2000; Hwang,
2000) offers a different perspective on what isgeagng in the session.

It is important to note that these reinterpretittelges, while critical of the
original analyses of their data, are not criticethie exclusive sense of calling the
previous analyses incorrect or wrong. While theghmnote that their predecessors falil
to go far enough in their analyses, they supp@rtiginal work insofar as it is a
principled linguistic analysis of what is happeninghe therapy sessions and view their
own work as complementary. Stancombe & White (19ff)example, state that despite
their critique they make no claims that their omalgsis is superior to their
predecessors’: “rather, we present our work alaegieirs, hoping to emphasize the
layered and intertextual nature of social ‘realdyd, hence, of therapeutic encounters”
(p- 22). Madill and Barkham (1997) note that theyndt claim to have exhausted the
possibilities of what is happening in the therdmy, rather “document some of the
processes along with detailed evidence of our adtdp. 243). However, they also cite
Potter & Wetherell’s (1987) four “validity critefidy which to judge discourse-analytic
research and guide the discussion: coherencetfhatterpretation should account for as
much as possible); participants’ orientation (thatresearch engages with the point of
view of the people being studied); new problemat(the interpretation helps to
understand and resolve problems that come abalis@ourse); and fruitfulness (that the
interpretation open up new ways of looking andease understanding of the subject
matter). Multiple interpretations count as voideattfurther the discussion and show the
multiplicity in the performative level of speeclather than progress toward a unified

picture.
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This research is far more diverse in purpose tlsgohmtherapy research that
aims to justify a certain therapeutic method ohtegue as “effective.” In fact, what
these studies have in common is that for the marstthbey set aside questions of whether
certain therapeutic techniques (or even thera@aisole) are effective in order to ask
the question of what is happening in therapy. &, fdne early examples of this research
(Labov & Fanshel, 1977; Ferrara 1984) were undertak part simply to give an
empirical picture of what takes place in a thersggsion, since at the time of their study
the entire field was operating in a manner hiddeayafrom the public eye and shrouded
in mystery. They simply wanted to knamhat happens therapy. The diversity of the
work is due to the fact that the answer to the tjpre®f what is happening in therapy
depends on what one is looking for. There are ntlaimgs that occur in therapy, just as
there are many things that happen in other forntoo¥ersation, and different analyses
of the same therapeutic conversations—all of wimely be legitimate—will yield
different events.

It should also be noted that another common elemehese empirical studies of
psychotherapy is that they labor to further thehods (and cause) of Discourse Analysis
and Conversation Analysis. While the methods dkedrin scientific journals tend to be
simply an explanation of the procedures followbese pragmatic analyses appeal to
their philosophical foundations in order to develbpmselves as interpretive tools (this
is another stated goal of the early research). Mdutlye writers, in fact, work as hard to
develop and explicate their methods as they doatyae its subject matter, drawing
from previous sociological research on everydagspand commenting on the

implications their methods have in shaping the negdtelhere is as of yet no univocal or
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mechanical procedure for analyzing what is happemrherapy. Nor, we might say,
should there be. The diversity is better viewed atep towards greater methodological

transparency.

Psychoanalytic roots of therapeutic studies

The pragmatic perspective, then, is already presehin the field of psychology
and therapy research. Its interdisciplinary origas allowed it to be applied to a wide
range of psychological phenomena, allowing resesiscto view their subjects from a
different and fruitful angle. They interpret whathappening in terms of the discourse
between speakers rather than by reference toitftidual psychologies. They point to
the text, invoking common conversational pattemarder to interpret what is happening
in the particular case of a clinical situation. Bacresearch method has the benefit of
inviting others to disagree, to give alternativierpretations that can be discussed in turn
through reference to the original text.

Can this be done for psychoanalysis in order toamtskvision more transparent?
Unfortunately, despite a keen interest in interpeas process, the bulk of pragmatic
analyses of psychotherapy do not address psychaanal psychoanalytic constructs.
Labov and Fanshel’s (1977) historical descriptibthe empirical study of texts of
therapeutic interaction gives a clue to the redsothis gap between empirical
therapeutic studies and psychoanalysis (this gipe/discussed further below).
Interestingly they find the roots of therapy resean two grounds, that of
psychoanalysis and that of the empirical sociarsms, and attribute to both
psychoanalysis and empirical research a sharedfibainging psychological processes

to light:
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The therapeutic interview has been the objectuafystinder two major
perspectives: first, as an element in the caserisf a patient, illustrating the
etiology and dynamics of a disorder as well agr@atment; second, as a
communicative event, a conversation in which tlegahist and patient interact
under the general rules, constraints, and pattdrface-to-face interaction.
(1977, p. 12)
The first perspective, they claim, originates igghganalytic clinical practice. They
credit Freud for his close observation of behadiming what was then called the clinical
interview. In the 1950’s, psychiatric training texnstructed trainees to pay close
attention to language use, “to examine the paseetnarks for particular constructions
which reveal the inner psychodynamics and perradreect diagnosis” (1977, p. 15).
The clinician was to attend to patterns of verladdvior (rather than simply to what is
said) and to look for emotional tone, hesitatiamytradictions, abrupt changes in topic,
slips of the tongue, and the like. These behavmbakrvations were then used as
diagnostic information (under the assumption, faraple, that an hysteric would show
particular dramatic styling) as well as to help thrician recognize dynamic processes
going on within the patient, such as resistand@extipal or dependent themes. All this
was to be done on the fly during the interview eatinan as an after-the-fact analysis of a
transcript or recording; such close observationiatetpretation of behavior was a
practical clinical skill. The clinician weaves imet behavior that he observes with his
theoretical perspective and comes up with an inééaion.
This may be good clinical technique, and perhagsaal starting point; and
Labov and Fanshel are not critical of psychoanalgsia clinical practice. But they do
guestion its usefulness as an empirical researthad®n the grounds of its habitual

neglect of the text of the interaction: “As a whdlee psychotherapeutic literature can be

described as taking the text for granted” (197745). Psychoanalysis, they charge, could
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make better use of the text, understood as a détdnscript of what is said, in several
ways (Labov and Fanshel also include in their tierts of narrative sequences to show
the logic of conversations as well as graphic pried®ns of sound bites in order to
illustrate paralinguistic phenomena such as infonat

First, as we have seen, the traditional case stréyy offers to the reader a
detailed picture of the interaction. It uses tlpedson accounts or paraphrases of what
was said, and then only post hoc in support otltberetical construct or interpretation
that has already been made. The original datacirmade available to the reader for
discussion and reinterpretation by others.

Second, the text can be used fruitfully as an algkanalysis in a way that
psychoanalysis has traditionally neglected; agaabov and Fanshel are not disparaging
the techniques of psychoanalytic clinical practargg do not deny, for example, that
focusing on slips can be helpful. But they belithet what a person says has much more
to offer than merely as a sign of internal dynaprimcesses. The empirical tradition, on
the other hand, sees the interview as a speech tnarollows implicit conversational
rules and patterns. Again, as we have seen abeating the conversation itself rather
than the patient’s psyche as the object of analydiseveal different dynamics (namely,
interpersonal ones) than those brought to lighthleytraditional psychoanalytic
perspective.

Third, Labov and Fanshel, as sociologists, loofrtaund interpretations of what
is occurring during the interview in different soes than they understand psychoanalysts
to be relying on. While a clinician can draw upa@sigally any source in the moment of

the interview in order to make interpretations I{iding the patient’s history and what
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the clinician knows about him or her), Labov anadfeel want to restrict their sources to
more public interpretive keys: the internal struetuand embedded verbal habits of
language use. To put it broadly, they base th&srpmetations (“microanalyses”) on two
axes. The first is the relationship between whatid and what is done in the saying,
informed by the habitual rules of interpretatioml gmoduction of speech (such as how
responding “Mm-hm” to an utterance often functiomseinforce and support the speech
of original speaker—a common occurrence in therafly® second is the sequential
relationships between particular utterances irteke informed by sequencing rules
(such as the fact that a question is usually pauigddan answer or that a request prefers
one of a certain small set of responses) (19737p.These in the end are not the only
criteria they draw from, but they believe that satfention to the internal structures of
speech—rather than relying on what they know aladnatt is going on inside the
speaker—is what sets their work apart as an emapstady of psychotherapy process.
These elements are so pervasive and so habitwdlabav and Fanshel believe that they
can be used as interpretive keys to determine istetppening.

This goes in hand with the final difference thab&a and Fanshel see between
their work and the traditional methods of psychdygsis: they strive to make the criteria
they are using to interpret the text transparertkill their interpretive grounds clear
will allow for discussion and disagreement, as hoan then offer alternate
interpretations, citing other linguistic structugesd habits of speech. This difference also
highlights the fact that what they are doing i of research rather than elaborating a
set of clinical skills. In short, this is what maktheir work an empirical science. The data

(the text) and the interpretive keys (the highljedmined structures of conversation) are
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available to others, and count as evidence. If therk is not falsifiable, at least others
have grounds to disagree: One could point to atgprlarities in speech in order to offer
a different interpretatioff But for Labov and Fanshel (as we saw in the studiscussed
above) this possible multiplicity of interpretatsors not simply part of the process of
scientific discovery; it is a result of the inherand necessary ambiguity in speech use.
Just as the participants in a conversation maképteuand differing interpretations of
what is said (which is how multiple things get dat¢he same time), so too should those
who study it. This is not to say that one interatienh will trump the other; both may be
right.2*

Thus Labov and Fanshel see themselves as carmitigecsame interpretive
tradition as the psychoanalysts, with some impoitameats. As sociolinguists, they are
not particularly concerned with supporting psycladgiic theory or aiding in the training
of clinicians; rather, they are striving to develpempirical method that will help to
reveal what is happening in the interaction betwaigrncian and patient. They want to

further the development of an empirically defersit@search method and in the process

2 Of course this scientific aspiration of transpaseis quite different from what a therapist doesimor
her work with patients in session. Where a climaisakes extensive use of her intuitive sense in an
interpretation, Labov and Fanshel spend pagesyjingtieach particular interpretation of the texaimvay
that is neither expected of nor practically feasiolr the working clinician. While it is unrealistio ask a
clinician to think to ground every particular irpeetation of a speech event in such an empiricalneg
Labov and Fanshel hope that their techniques willigeful for clinicians “as a further resource ascg
way of validating their intuitions” (p. 15). Presahiy this means that the therapist should at lsasbme
aware of the regularities and habits that structoresersation, so that the evidence informs their
interpretive intuitions.

24 \We might call this a linguistic principle of ovesigrmination. Labov and Fanshel use tone of vaice,
paralinguistic cue, as an example of this multipfiof pragmatic channels:

It is advantageous for [conversants] to expresslitpschallenge the competence of others, or
express friendliness and affection in a way thatlea denied if they are explicitly held to account
for it. If there were not such a deniable chanf@&ommunication, and intonational contours
became so well recognized and explicit that pewjelee accountable for their intonations, then
some other mode of deniable communication wouldubtedly develop. (p. 46)
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“lay bare as much of the scaffolding of convergaianteraction as we can” (1977, p.
26).

The task, then, is to make the intuitive rulespdech into explicit criteria for
interpretation that can then be defended as aiplausterpretive key for what is
happening. Indeed, Labov and Fanshel see in thdaj@wnent of studies of
psychotherapy process a gradual movement fromtiveiinterpretation towards the
explicit justification of grounds, where the integpve key is no longer taken for granted
or assumed to be legitimate. Their goal is a pplecd empirical analysis that will support
their interpretation of events and allow for futdiscussion and disagreeménthis is
the stuff of the second tradition that they draenfrin their analysis of psychotherapy:
the discourse driven research found in the sociahses.

This has been the direction that pragmatic therapgarch has taken, drawing
from the sociological tradition. These studies vibe interview not simply as a source of
information about what is happening inside thegudtibut as a public “speech event”
(Hymes, 1962), in which the participants follow tlides and patterns that are intrinsic to
conversatiorf® Some of this empirical study has tended towar@stification, using
coding systems in order to categorize types ofaldsbhavior (e.g., Bales, 1950;

Gottschalk & Gleser, 1969). Labov and Fanshel arekgo criticize the limitations of

% Again, this is a far cry from the primary goalstioé clinician.

% Ferrara (1994) notes that the therapy situatieates a particular kind of speech event that ntighteen
as a subclass of speech events that occur in esesgkech. The particular situation creates pdaticu
rules and habits of the discourse that is to oagtlnin it. While Labov and Fanshel see therapy &sd of
interview, Ferrara views it as a sort of consuttatiin either case, the therapy situation places it
participants in an asymmetrical relationship, vatte member expected to disclose far more thantttes,o
and the other in the position to ask questions.gi$mnotes that therapeutic conversations arasot
spontaneous as everyday talk, and that the topdtsofission tends to be more restricted (in thsgieas
do not usually contain as much small talk) (p. BFlrthermore, the therapist is often expectetmlate
the openings, closings, and turn taking in theragere in everyday conversation this regulatiomise
mutual.
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this work, arguing that coding and categorizingoa¢behavior into finite types (e.g.,
giving suggestions, disagreeing) is somewhat anyittoo quickly gets away from what
is said, and ultimately is not very informativesimowing what is going on (1977, p. 19).
Instead, they build on early qualitative microasayof conversation that took
advantage of developing technology in order togrenfdetailed analyses of behavior
through audio and video recorded conversationgatticular, they take their cue from
the pioneering works of Goffman (1967), Sacks (39@8d Schegloff (1968), as well as
Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974), whom thegitfor making great progress in
isolating the conversational patterns and prinsiplesequencing that regulate spegch.
They employ these “rules of sequencing” in thetetpretations of therapeutic discourse
on the assumption that these patterns are what &ltguage use to be understood
intuitively by competent language users in the fatace. In other words, they believe
that by viewing what is said in a conversation m&@ample of a more general pattern,
they are explicating what is implicit in conversaal practice and showing what is
happening as the participants talk. They are shpWwow participants employ

conventional means to do conversational work.

Studies addressing specific clinical phenomena

Given the diversity of the work and the fact thed ainalysis of speech is not the
simple application of a procedure, the best wdgaon how these studies make these
linguistic processes explicit is to consult themedily. As we have discussed, what one

sees depends significantly on what one is lookimghd how one looks for it. Labov and

" They also cite as influences Garfinkel's (196 Anemethodology and Austin’s speech act theory.rLate
theorists add Wittgenstein (1953) and Foucault 919872).
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Fanshel take a wide view. As the first major disseuwstudy of therapeutic interaction
(indeed, one of the first “objective” presentatiafisvhat happena therapy), they try to
give a general picture of what happens in theragpgnalyzing several sessions of a
therapy with a young woman with anorexia, notingvlibe patient’s narrative of herself
and her relationship to her family changes oveetihrough discussion with her
therapist, how she works to justify the eventsanlife, and how the therapist facilitates
her acknowledgement of feelings that she deniedquusly.

Ferrara (1994), writing in a similar vein (attenmgtito further develop discourse
analysis as a method) states that her study “offeepresentative reflection of
psychotherapeutic discourse as it is currentlytpmad in the United States” (p. 18). Thus
the question, “What is happening?” is asked inrg t3eoad sense, so that nontherapists
may gain an understanding of what is going on.dfarpays attention to general
therapeutic processes such as dream telling aegpretation, the function of the
therapist’s echoing and mirroring of what the pat®ays, the use of metaphor, and how
patient and therapist work together in the mutoadtion of meaning. While one of the
hopes of these writers is that their work mightbeful for clinicians, they do not
dialogue much with theories of therapy or discuss h discursive perspective might
change a clinician’s therapeutic stance. They wantveal in general what happens in
therapy.

For those who are already familiar with what hagp@rtherapy (e.g., therapists),
specific studies of particular clinical phenomerayrbe of more interest—although the
early general studies are good examples of howadb &t therapy with a linguistic lens.

Remembering that my goal here is to be able toyaeglsychological processes
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heretofore presumed to be unconscious and insioi@gdt would be helpful to look at
studies that work to explicate specific psycholagor interpersonal) processes that
might be tied back in with psychoanalytic vocabyldet us look at three examples as
illustrations of the method in order to show howgt®analysis might begin to illuminate
its concepts in an empirically satisfactory wayeTinst two studies do not address
psychoanalysis explicitly, while the third could £ed to be a good start towards

connecting psychoanalysis with empirical pragmatcek.

Script formulations
Edwards (1995), for example, looks at the way tioaiples in therapy describe
their partners’ behavior (“script formulating”), agher isolated incidents or as incidents
of a larger behavioral (often problematic) pattéta.analyzes the different ways that
couples vie for the upper hand in descriptionsaaheother in a dialectic of blame and
excuse, with each party working hard to establisfohher description as the “true” state
of affairs:
Any description of a partner’s actions, especialig that is inferentially loaded
with evaluation and blame, is also indexically ¢afale (i.e., potentially
informative) about the speaker. As such, it risgg@ discounted as interested,
self-serving, or biased. Speakers have various whysnaging those issues of
fact and interest. These include script-formulatimg actions in question;
formulating them as breaches of some recognizeddborder; appealing to the
presence and testimony of corroborating withessesmd, more subtly, dealing
directly (and disarmingly) with the speaker’s stakeole. (p. 325)
Edwards then gives examples of these interpersoaaés from transcripts of both
therapeutic and extra-therapeutic conversationseample, he shows how one partner

speaks in an exasperated way in order to presermthier's actions as extreme, trying to

convince the listener to accept his or her namatioevents (p. 324). This is done at the



79

expense of her partner, who is not present, andg&hbwn description of his behavior
might be done in a way to minimize how exasperaitingght be for her. Here is an
excerpt from the text (taken from pp. 324-33%):

Emma: But he gets snadat me, Dottie. He jus’ gets so mad. An’ then hatvo
speak you know for hours ‘n hours. This is ..stBia terrible thing sometimes...
Jus’ because | say gee ... It looks like rain.IM¢&n’ gonna rain how can it
rain? ‘N he goes th’ barometer, what the hell!

Dottie: oh you...

Emma: ... you know then so ... what. There’s anraignt ... but it's me, too.
Dottie: Yeah but you hate to be put down alltthee.

Emma: | know it.

ONOOAWNE

Edwards interprets this interaction as Emma’s extadpd presentation of her partner’s
pattern of behavior, followed by an example. Frbmway that Emma presents it, it
seems that her partner’s anger is unjustified lygteimg she has done. She presents
herself as a victim of his anger. But Edwards theimts out that Emma recants a bit,
sharing some of the blame (“but it's me, too”). Edlds suggests that this happens
perhaps because Dottie’s response to her preseniatiine 5 is not early or strong
enough to align herself with Emma’s statement,ghgteaving Emma open to
accusations that her “facts” are self-serving. Tamage this risk, Edwards suggests,
Emma shares some of the blame—thereby rescuingehgion of the facts, which Dottie
affirms in line 7.

Note that the action is all performed on the owtsttlere is an “as if” quality to

Edwards’ discussion of impression management tlavsthim to discuss the

2 While there is no universal transcription notatiovost are similar in their attempts to capturenash of
the original conversation as possible. Thus thelpae not only the words said, but also the tinofhthe
speech, the interruptions and overlaps that oeccaomnversation, and (to a greater or lesser extent)
paralinguistic cues such as inflection and vocablemsis—as well as bodily gestures and action.dn th
examples | give, | have simplified the transcriptfor readability. But with more complex transcigpt
methods comes the possibility of more subtle inmegggions, since more data is presented. See Q6[9)
for a discussion of transcription methods and theificance of their differences.
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negotiation of one’s risk of being dismissed a&setving or biased without recourse to
these (presumably) internal processes. Rathersiheaking about what might be
motivating Emma’s speech, Edwards refers to comdiscourse practices, habits we
enact when we speak. He refers to verbal behaiirs if we agree with his claim that
script-formulations are managed in the manner serdees (he draws from his previous
research to support this), then his interpretatifotinis specific event makes sense to us.
We see what is happening. Of course one might aftéfferent interpretation, which is
the point of the empirical method. One could potandther linguistic practices that are
occurring and apply those to the text to see ¥ fite

From the perspective of unconscious action, we miggw the constative level of
what Emma is saying (the “facts” of the case) ascitnscious part: Emma’s attempt to
justify (and perhaps her feeling of being justijidiaat she is the victim of her partner’'s
irrational anger. But what is unseen to the paéints is the pragmatic level: the speech
act of justifying, the process of trying to have timly legitimate narrative, and the
hostility and domination involved in this. The unsgious (or at least non-conscious)
fantasy, so to speak, is the action. For the ppatits, of course, the attention is on the
content of what is said. But the process is spi#rating. Edwards suggests that viewing
these as competing perspectives allows the thetapsgsldress the issue as one of
competing perspectives, rather than being dravntivg fight about who is right (pp.

326-327).

Managing delicate issues
The second study is that of Silverman & Peraky@#d(@), who analyzed

transcripts culled from HIV and AIDS counselingarder to show some of the ways that
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conversational participants manage the discusdidel@ate issues in therapy. Their
study was motivated by the problem of broachingitluehy subject of safer sex
practices, part of the therapy protocol requireBmgland if someone seeks an HIV test.
They took 100 extracts from tape recordings ofeélssssions, looking for patterns in the
sequential organization around the topics of sekdmath.

One of their findings was that, in this contextofinseling, people often pause or
stutter when they get to the topic of sex. Thes&lants of pauses and stuttering, they
claim, are to be distinguished from other instarafgzgauses and stuttering in speech—of
which there are many—in that they appear so pralictoefore the topic of sex is
broached (they call them “pre-delicate perturbaginn

Patients typically pause before first mentioningn® relating to sexual

intercourse or contraceptives ... In the whole colgfusanscripts, we have been

able to identify onlytwo deviant cases where patients fail to mark thist useof

such an item by a pause or other marker. (p. 295)

They found that therapists also pause in this Wwaynot as often. An example follo:

1. Counselor: right (1.0) what do you know aboub)@atching AIDS or

2. how it can be how you can catch it [it's it er

3. Patient: [All  know is it is

4. transmitted em (1.0) through er sex
It would be tempting to try to explain these pdrations by interpreting them as outward
signs of internal resistance or discomfort. Buv&inan and Perakyld want to explain
delays before talk about delicate issues withdetreace to internal processes or

experiences such as embarrassment (p. 304). Thelrsdesturbances are regnsof

conflict; for their purposes the disturbanees the conflict. For them, the pauses and

# |t is a common transcription convention to placenbers within parenthesis in order to denote pauses
measured in seconds. The left hand brackets ird@agrlap, where the patient and counselor arentalk
over each other.
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stuttering are due to the implications around paldr words used and the identity they
assign to their users. Thus use of sexual wordtiftes their users’ sexuality, opening
up a highly conflictual realm full of cultural rideand “moral baggage.”

Ultimately | believe that Silverman and Perakylé ta explain why these pauses
(and not some other disturbance or pattern) oécsatisfactory explanation should
address the function of the disturbance (whatésflin speech, such as to buy time, to
distract or hedge, or to distance the speaker trmmemotional impact of the word.
While the “why” question is traditionally one of tivation, the pragmatic answer (as
with Edwards’ study above) is one of function. 8riwman and Perdkyla do not go this far,
instead stopping at what might make it difficultéatk about sex.

But, since their study has practical goals of fyio make talk about sex less
disturbed, they do note some ways to manage delissties in order to reduce the
number of pauses. One type of structuring elensefguestion projection,” where the
therapist anticipates or marks the forthcomingadéé word by introducing dsa
delicate topic. Another is to begin by using theadge words in reference to people in
general as a piece of information (“people whoameloms lower their risk”), rather
than in reference to the individual. A third isuse the same categories that the patient
uses (often “gay” rather than the more clinical amdluative sounding “homosexual”).
While we might not agree with Silverman and Perdlsyparticular suggestions, this at
least shows one way to address technical quedtiomsa linguistic perspective.

Interestingly (and this might lead to an answenlkdy these processes occur),
Silverman and Perékyla describe these ways of niagaelicate issues as examples of

empathy. But empathy, again, is to be understodicowt reference to internal states:
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Contrary to both the textbooks and commonsenseamalysis suggests an
approach to empathy less as the psychological peiyeo attune to the private
meanings of the patient, but more asgbeial ability to pick up behavioural and
cultural cues present in what the patient is sagimdjdoing. (p. 312)
Again, redefining it in terms of social habits cinevents the problem posed by defining
empathy in terms of internal dispositions. Empatay be pointed to in the text as a type
of action, namely managing verbal situations wittegain sort of tact in order to create

more freely flowing discourse. Empathic behaviana$ viewed as a sign of internal

character, but behaviorally, as empathy itself.

Resistance vs. groping

The third study is Gerhardt and Stinson’s (19964 gtof the function of the
utterance, “I don’t know,” in a particular psychadytic psychotherapy. Their essay
covers several points, but for our purposes ldbass on their pragmatic analysis.
Gerhardt and Stinson, working from the perspeativan interpersonal psychoanalysis,
first note that while the analyst is supposedlykimy from a stance of non-direction, her
guestions function as “demand characteristics” tbatal what Gerhardt and Stinson see
as a central purpose of psychoanalysis: the sufiigatibn of the patient. That is, the
analyst’s requests that the patient reflect orelperience (such as, “What comes to
mind?” and “Tell me more about that”) pressurephgent to speak in a way that is
meant to enlarge her internal experience.

In this context, Gerhardt and Stinson argue, tteraice “I don’t know” seems to

take on a particular function. While previous reskars have viewed “I don’t know” as
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a “hedge” that blunts the impact of a “dispreferresponse” (Lakoff, 1972, they reject
this interpretation. They also reject a straightiard psychoanalytic interpretation of “|
don’t know” as resistance to a chain of associati@erhardt & Stinson, 1995, p. 628).
They point out that in their transcripts, the patieresponding “l don’t know” to her
therapist’s request to reflect often preceded ahaghtion of the topic they were
discussing. They note eleven instances of thisénl£" session, where patient and
therapist are discussing the former’'s ambivaletogiher upcoming marriage to Sidney
after having been widowed from James. Here is am@le (p. 670):

1. T: Well, | can see you feeling some of the sadne

2. canyou-—

3. P:Yeah. (cry)

4. T: Tryto put it into words?
5. P:Um. Oh I don’'t know. It's real conflictingniean | feel happy just because |
6. do love Sidney terribly. Um and just sad that §oing to be someone else’s wife.
7. | mean it's—it’s just overwhelming to think I'mot going to be PQ anymore.
8. I'm not going to be—I mean I'm just it's a—it&sbig change.
9. It's kind of the way | felt when James diedeltfike my identity had changed

drastically.

Because her “I don’'t know” precedes dialogue tlaints as further reflection on her
situation, Gerhardt and Stinson interpret it a®fgng” rather than avoiding or cutting
off discussion (as it often functions in everyd@cdurse). They also point out how
disturbed her speech is with stuttering and charigdgating ambivalence about

discussing it, but note that this point in the #mris a breakthrough in that in previous

sessions the patient had been describing heraesdtip with James as ideal. This

30 A “dispreferred response” to a question is oné giees against what is structurally occasionechiy t
question. Thus, “Why don’t you come up and see omeestime” is structured in such a way that it prefe
an acceptance and disprefers a rejection (Nofsid@&1, p. 72). The way that the question is formed
shapes the possibilities of the respondent. Weraitillrn to this shaping of possibilities in the helxapter.
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discussion leads to a change where she later atédges that there were aspects of her
previous marriage that were difficult for her.

Interestingly, Gerhardt and Stinson dialogue thearpretation with Freud’s
(1925) discussion of negation, where “I don’'t knoveh be interpreted as part of the
process of freeing associations from repressicalloying them to surface in their
negative form. They reject this interpretation ba grounds that it presumes a depth
model of the self, where unconscious material ouared or brought to the surface,
allowing it to be said. Rather, they see “l domibk” as a marker that constitutes the
taking of a reflective stance. In the context & therapy situation, which includes the
expectation that the patient explore areas ofifeetiat may be uncomfortable, “I don’t
know” would be out of place if it functioned simgly close off discussion of the matter.
As it precedes the elaboration of material, it fiores as a step in the process of the
patient’s creating a new narrative for herself.

Thus they view the patient’s “I don’t know” as paftthe therapeutic discourse
that aims at the expansion of her subjectivity tigfothe creation and deepening of the
narratives and history of her life. In dialoguingmthe psychoanalytic principle of
subjectification (e.g., that it is better to knomegelf than not to know), they view
psychoanalysis’ relatively recent trend towardsméerpersonal rather than intrapsychic
perspective as a turn toward the context of thefhesituation marked by its particular
use of speech. While it should be noted that tleegitcpoints refer to internal processes
(such as an intrapsychic dialogue and signs op#tient’s internal struggles), for the
most part Gerhardt and Stinson remain on the lgivéiscourse, pointing out the way

language is used to get things done.
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A missed encounter: the intentional avoidance of gshoanalysis

In these linguistic analyses psychological processe interpreted as “on the
surface,” occurring publicly in the verbal actioms perform, rather than hidden away
inside our heads. The researchers attend to tigenaitec levels of language by invoking
discourse structures, which are held to regulatgdage use, in their interpretations of
what is happening in specific speech situationsil&\these studies contribute to an
established tradition at the crossroads of lingtssind sociology, psychoanalytic
thinking has largely been ignored, at least amangjigh-speaking researchéfsiny
connection that the linguistic study of therapy rmaye had with psychoanalytic theory
has largely been abandoned in favor of a more geperspective on psychotherapy; but
nonetheless this is a robust field of researchabald prove useful for psychoanalysts
who wish to take a more empirical turn and illustnasychoanalytic concepts to
outsiders.

What stands in the way of using pragmatic methodsstify psychoanalytic
constructs? As Labov and Fanshel (1977) noted, rezaplinguistic studies of
therapeutic interaction were inspired in close codavith psychoanalysis but quickly
rejected psychoanalytic vocabulary and construrctavor of more sociological
categories. Why did this occur? There are two megsone practical and one

epistemological.

31 One other interesting article in English that dgales pragmatic methods with psychoanalysis is
Dolitsky’s (1983) discussion of the pragmatics ofrtor, where she argues that elements of Freud’s
(1905/60) theory of jokes are supported by her pragmatic analyses—namely, that the mechanics of
(linguistic) humor lie in the element of surprigethe contradiction of expectations: “Going agaithe
pragmatic conventions of a linguistic communitg, stating the normally unsaid, or omitting themally
said, is the strategy most commonly used in humpo47).
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The first is that many of these studies aim tothe@retical with regard to
therapeutic stance in hopes that they will haveoader application. Ferrara (1994)
points out that as the therapeutic world has degtdritself from psychoanalysis (with
more and more therapists characterizing their vasrkclectic), studies of psychotherapy
have followed suit. As a result, the initial conti@c between psychoanalysis and
empirical linguistic studies of therapy has beest.IRoy-Chowdhury (2003) and Frosch,
Burck, Strickland-Clark, and Morgan (1996) statat thne of their aims is to close the
gap between researchers and family cliniciansthiayt do not mention what particular
school of therapy they aim to help.

Related to this point is the “ethnomethodologicdlifference” present in these
studies, where the researcher brackets the thealretance of the therapist as a factor in
the situation to be interpreted. For example, Raguvadhury (2003) addresses
psychoanalytic constructs, but only in order tm$tate them into linguistic terms, thus
leaving psychoanalysis behind. He speaks, for elgmpstripping “professionalized
rhetoric” from therapeutic interactions in ordeffitad “what actually takes place between
people, one of whom believes herself to be makitrgresference interpretation” (p. 83).
Frosch et al. (1996) state that their aim is t&klab“knowledge in use’ rather than
relying on therapists’ descriptions of their wo(k 144). This part of their empirical
method means that the theoretical stance of thecien holds no authority in the

interpretation, losing out to the sociolinguistergpective of the research?r.

32 Roy-Chowdhury also notes that this ethnomethodoébdndifference that “equalizes the status of all
interactants” can tend to portray the therapistr@chiavellian and/or incompetent.” The fact thatny of
the studies tend to include issues of power asabsemtheir analyses may actually prove useful for
psychoanalytic therapies’ attention to aggressicihé session—on both sides of the couch (cf. Stabe
& White, 1997, p. 37).
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Along with the desire to remain therapeuticallyeatietical, there is a second,
epistemological issue that is tied to Labov andshatlis distancing of themselves from
psychoanalytic portrayals of therapy sessions.métod, aiming to be empirical, wants
to avoid constructs that invoke internal statesd psychoanalysis is replete with them.
Its concern with unconscious processes and intenaod the inability to make these
visible to others is what has led to its rejectiyrpositivistic science. Empirical
linguistic researchers, it seems, may share the s@w.

Billig (1999) holds that conversation analysts haveided psychoanalysis due to
its habit of using mentalistic constructs to explaehavior. In preferring to explain
behavior without recourse to internal states thaxemo evidence for, they have avoided
moving from descriptions of what is happening imgaage use to conclusions about
what the individual is thinking. As a result, thegve not had much to say about
psychoanalysis and its presumption of getting people’s heads. Although Billig is
talking specifically about the field of discursigsychology (to be mentioned in the next
chapter), it is true of discourse analytic methasis whole:

Discursive psychologists are uncomfortable withrib&on of consciousness.

They prefer to talk about the structure of convismsarather than the speaker’'s

interior life. Certainly, discursive psychologists not explain conversational

interventions in terms of the speakers’ motivesalene their inner egos. If
consciousness is not a topic for discursive psyolthen unconsciousness is
doubly out of bounds. It is as if this psychologyeclaring that there is no secret
mental life: all can be heard, if one listens clpgmough. Moreover, speakers
know what they are doing: they do not have sedtreden from themselves. (pp.

50-51)

The empirical research on psychotherapy, thenahaisled psychoanalytic constructs

out of its desire to bring internal structures sashntention out of the head and into the

open where presumably they can then be interpreitbdoragmatic categories according
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to linguistic patterns. The gap between pragmatnckpsychoanalysis is motivated by
the former’s concern to be empirical and transgaren

It might be helpful at this point to note that tpgestion of intention is one that
remains open in linguistic analysis. Johnstone 22@dints out that different researchers
tend to take different perspectives on motivatiotanguage use, by and large locating it
in one of two places. Discourse analysts, shesstganerally take a see language use as
“strategic.” They take a rhetorical perspectivejenstanding conversational participants
to be using language in order to have an effe¢cheim world. Thus for them the
conversant “comes into the conversation with agateplan” (p. 96) and can be said to be
the locus of motivation in their analyses. Someaeshers, on the other hand, (and
Johnstone includes Conversation Analysts here) laeguage use as “adaptive.” They
take a more structural approach, viewing convessatiparticipants as spokémough
rather than speaking: “Texts are best understoodsponses to situations, often more
automatic, less conscious, and less designed geakers may imagine, and often
allowing far less choice than they may imagine”42). In this view, participants use
common, second-hand tropes to perform actions@hkddp conversation flowing
smoothly. Arguments, for example, are seen as r&gots where speakers work to
adapt from a position of disagreement to one aéegent. While the discourse analytic
view suggests a premeditated approach and allows room for internal motivation, the

latter places the motivations in the sequentiatess of discourse itseft.

|t should also be noted, however, that if we trapply this to psychoanalysis, the presumption tha
people are somehow predisposed to find agreemehit mot find much support in the psychoanalytic
community. Some people prefer not to agree, anfindeghem quite difficult to talk to.
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Thus the problem of intention is not specific tggsanalysis alone, with
pragmatic researchers dismissing psychoanalysey'dst in unconscious motivation the
way that positivists do. The issue of individuakimion has not been completely
resolved among adherents of the sociological agprddjelmquist (1982) states that
researchers have been ambiguous on this pointwthik they aim to take “an external
point of view” with regard to the empirical justiéition of their interpretations (relying
solely on the linguistic resources of the datagythlso aim to interpret in a way that is
faithful to the way that the participants underdtand cocreate their conversation (p.
31). He points out that Labov and Fanshel, whiteiag to keep an external point of view
in order to outline linguistic rules, also vacidain the notion of intention. Hjelmquist
concludes that “a crucial point in a theory of diskse processes is the relationships
between thought, conceived of as including intetgj@nd language” (p. 36). While
linguistic researchers may be able to operate withilegiance to any specific clinical
stance, they cannot avoid taking a stance withrdsg@ how individuals operate.

Although we see that the pragmatic perspectivebeamseful for therapy research
in revealing interpersonal linguistic processesvieen therapist and patient, the centrality
of unconscious motivation in psychoanalysis posdiffigulty in that empirical
researchers shy away from a commitment to intgoraadesses. Can we open a space for
the empirical study of psychoanalytic constructsiel #7om the other side, could
psychoanalysis use linguistic categories of inttgiron in order to explain itself, and
still remain psychoanalytic? The next chapter attempt to connect the psychoanalytic

and pragmatic perspectives.
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Chapter 4: Interweaving the psychoanalytic and prgmatic perspectives

As we begin to weld a pragmatic perspective anslyahmpanalytic perspective
together, we can see how a pragmatic stance nmeghtre us to look at psychoanalytic
concepts in a particular way. Placing our “spacmiarest” outside of the head leads us
to some decidedly non-traditional psychologicalwgeof psychological constructs. While
remaining on the “outside” will help to avoid thieacge that the therapist is reading the
minds of his or her patients and allow an oppotjuiar psychoanalysis to present some
of its constructs more empirically, it will alscale us to recast traditional psychological
concepts such that they are social rather thawiohaal processes. More to the point, as
psychoanalytic constructs become linguistic coms$rgo that they can be studied with
linguistic methods, we commit ourselves to an p¢esonal psychology. The
intrapsychic itself becomes a questionable, allmaful, category.

The different methods by which we articulate theamscious or non-conscious
aspects of the psyche, as well as the implicatdriseir articulation, are contingent upon
the way we conceptualize them (Walsh, 1996). ltaesider them to be outside or
between individuals, they might be accessed maeettly than if consider them to be
located inside. If we then consider them to residbin language, they might be
accessed through the linguistic methods discusstdteiprevious chapter by focusing on
the context within which interactions occur ratttean on the individual's motivations.
From this point of view, the unconscious aspectsushan life, like all human
experience, are primarily social; what is saidieswed as an expression of and in

relationship to this public context. Depending o’s theoretical (and nontheoretical)
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lenses, one could access the unseen through theatixm of antecedent events, the
perspectives of others, and the discourse practieeses, rules, and expectations that its
participants, knowingly or unknowingly, are follavg3*

Given that psychoanalysis has in recent years takaore interpersonal turn in
the trajectory of Sullivan (1953), Gill (1994), Liagon (1991), Renik (1995), and others,
emphasizing the interactions between people—péatigiuthe patient’s reaction to the
analyst’s personality—over an individual’'s intrapic processes, one might think that
turning our attention from the patient’s internéd ko the space between conversational
participants would be uncontroversial. But questiohorthodoxy remain. Ponsi (1997),
in an interesting article that calls for cliniciaiosreframe the analytic understanding of
pragmatic action on the linguistic lev&lpoints out that the proliferation of interpersonal
psychoanalysis has led to a breakdown of the disbim between (internal) feelings and
attitudes and (external) behaviors (p. 247). Incihvetext of recognizing the impossibility
(and the danger of the fantasy) of analytic neilyrahternal and external processes have
lost their strict delineation. But Ponsi also ndtest others have resisted this trend out of
a concern that “the erosion of fundamental prires@uch as the theory of drives,

intrapsychic determinism, intrapsychic independesfdde environment, and so on,

3 R. D. Laing’s (1969; Laing & Esterson, 1964; Laifpillipson, & Lee, 1966) studies of unconscious
interpersonal processes are good examples ofdbial perspective as constitutive of individual
experience. Laing attempts to develop an investigahethod that addresses what he thinks is
conspicuously overlooked by the atomistic focugaditional psychoanalysis:

At the very least, we need concepts which indibath the interaction and interexperience of two
persons, and help us to understand the relatiaveleeteach person’s own experiences and his
own behavior, always, of course, within the contifithe relationship between them. (Laing &
Esterson, 1964, p. 7)

% Ponsi augments Freud’s (1917/1963) assertiorftiagting takes place in a psycho-analytic treatment
but an interchange of words between the patientlamdnalyst” (p. 17) with the suggestion “thatlga
interaction be defined as the flow of continuoustual influencing that is mediated by tivayin which

the discourse is organized” (Ponsi, 1997, pp. 25082
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would result in a grave and irreversible transfdraraof the psychoanalytic edifice” (p.
245). We will leave this debate to others; butaatjue between the psychoanalytic and
pragmatic perspectives should have something & dffoy beginning to draw out what
a psychoanalysis informed by a pragmatic perspegtould look like.

Furthermore, the question will remain as to how motcnonconscious life can be
made explicit, and whether what is brought to liginough this method can in the end be
considered “unconscious” in a strictly psychoanalgense—or if we are talking more
broadly about preconscious or overlooked procedses.question is central to whether a
pragmatic linguistic method could be used to jygtdychoanalysis, and | will return to it
in the concluding chapter.

This chapter will begin with a return to Forres$gf1990) discussion of two
critiques he sees shared by pragmatics and psyalysen Forrester points out
similarities between Austin’s perspective and tifatacques Lacan (1975/1988;
1956/2002). Their critiques, as we will see, alsmd as critiques of the modern
scientific project; but rather than being useduade the challenge that psychoanalysis
explain itself, they will decenter and open up sabyity in order to allow interpersonal
actions to be analyzed linguistically. While thiglwot likely head off the empirical
guestioning discussed in the first chapter, undaBhg subjectivity as out in the world
rather than hidden away inside could help psychgsisashow others what it sees.
Psychic processes can be found in the text of pesdnterpersonal actions.

| will then address some specific psychoanalytiestaucts from a pragmatic
perspective. The first is repression, which willrbamed as a linguistic process that

relies on both habits of linguistic usage and they structure of speech. Then | will turn
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to Laing (1969) and Ogden (1982) in order to waarnagmatics in with their already
interpersonal understandings of the ways we poséach other with speech. These
illustrations aim not only to reinterpret traditedrpsychoanalytic processes
pragmatically, but also to further explore a théoed overlap of the psychoanalytic and

pragmatic perspectives and show where a continiadagdie between them might go.

Theoretical overlaps: the deconstruction of interioity

Austin says that once we start seeing pragmatijdaiky hard not to see speaking
as social action. There is no possibility of reimgnto the idea that speaking is merely
communicating ideas between two minds when ourdogturned instead to what is
happening between speakers as they talk to onaem@till, this has not stopped
Austin’s followers from losing sight of the criticaossibilities of his discovery. Taylor &
Cameron (1987) note a “preoccupation with taxonomythe speech act tradition that
follows Searles’s (1976) development of Austin’edty, where the project became the
classification of the myriad ways we can do thinggh words and attempts to determine
the criteria for a successful speech act (Tayl@aneron, 1987, pp. 5 & 45ff). This
attempt to lay out all that is possible throughesjie before it occurs, ignores the theory’'s
critical edge: that this perspective might chargeway we look at human relationships.

We might see this taxonomic project as an attemfke the teeth out of
Austin’s work. While part of Austin’s analysis sdeed an attempt to show the numerous
things that can be done by speaking, provisiorslying them into the five categories of
judgments (appraising, reckoning), the executiopafer (ordering, warning),
commitments (promising, siding with someone), refa! actions (apologizing,

congratulating), and the various ways we take ipacbnversation (asserting, denying),
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Austin himself says he is not happy with this €ff@975, p. 151). Cavell (1969), a
longtime champion of Austin’s more radical sideljdees that Austin was far more
interested in finding out why we speak the way we“d/hy one wishes, or hesitates, to
use a particular expression” (p. 99). Rather tinging to build a comprehensive theory,
Austin was attempting to look at the world in atjgarlar way, a method that Austin
himself described as “linguistic phenomenology” €l p. 99).

Felman (1980/2002) illustrates this resistancetal{lution of) Austin’s message
in France, where it was introduced by Emile BenstniBenveniste sought to limit
speech acts to explicit institutional acts sucthaschristening of a ship, thus disallowing
the possibility of implicit speech acts and theailliag into question the absolute primacy
of the constative in speech. Felman cites Benwesiscknowledged anxiety that if
Austin’s theory were not thus curtailed, the vemwyridations of analytic philosophy
would be put in peril. He did not want to see ewaetof speech as containing a
performative element.

We see no reason for abandoning the distinctiowdssi the performative and the

constative. We believe it is justified and necegsarlf one does not hold to

precise criteria of a formal and linguistic ordemd particularly if one is not
careful to distinguish between sense and referemmeendangers the very object
of analytic philosophy; the specificity of languagehe circumstances in which
the linguistic forms one chooses to study are vé{iioted in Felman,

1980/2002, p. 9.)

For Benveniste, a pragmatic perspective is a dangewxay to look at things. It threatens
the validity of any project that depends on thenacy of the constative. Not only does
seeing speaking as social action turn us away themepresentational content of what is

said; it calls the entire representational (andrgdic) project into question. The

constative way of seeing can no longer be trusted,our picture of a self-contained
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subject understanding the world as it is represketate¢he mind becomes nothing more
than a chimerical hope. Austin challenges the nasgteanthropology, the assumed
interiority of the subject, and any hope to attaiciear picture of reality that the subject
can then control. It calls into question the fuotand privacy of the interior. The upside
of this is that it allows us to talk about psyclgptal phenomena while remaining on the
outside, where things are public.

Of course, psychoanalysis is no stranger to cesgof modern subjectivity. Nor,
considering particularly the works of Jacques Lacanld we deny it a deep-seated
interest in the way that language functions. Stikre have been few writers in the
English-speaking world who have explicitly drawrt autheoretical connection between
pragmatics and psychoanalysis. One is John Forrd€80), who sees two points of
overlap between the pragmatic and psychoanalyt&ppetives—both of which stand in
opposition to prevailing assumptions about huméeratction®® The first is the
assumption that the primary function of speecl iepresent the world to a subject. The
second is the assumption that this subject isfaceatained or well-defined entity, closed
off to the world and needing the world to be reprgsd to it in the first place. For these
comparisons, Forrester draws heavily on Lacan’&pakhe function and field of speech
and language in psychoanalysis” (1956/2002) anah'adirst seminar-reud’s papers
on techniqu€1975/88).

These two critiques are not simply abstract argusnabout theoretical points;
their realization, as Forrester argues, belondeaoals of analysis itself. The existence

of what they critique occasions psychoanalysis’ @xistence, which in turn aims for the

% A second is Felmanshe scandal of the speaking bdd®80/2002), which served as one of the
inspirations for Forrester’'s work.
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dissolution of the false consciousness of the stilajed the possibility of full speech. For
Forrester (1990), the psychoanalytic and pragnedigs of seeing turn our eyes towards
things unseen not only in order to contradict,towdctively subvert Enlightenment
understandings of speech and subjectivity. Whiégpratics changes our understanding
of the function of speech in human relationshigychoanalysis works to neutralize the
unconscious effects of speech acts as they opgratdl). In breaking down the
imaginary and illusory boundaries presumed to éésiveen individuals, new

possibilities are created.

The representational function of language
The first critique begins with what | have alreatiscussed in the second chapter,
the decentering of the representational functiolaefuage. Unlike other philosophers of
language who focus exclusively on ideal examplesoaimunicative language use and
their possibilities of truth and falsity, Austinnsore interested ihowlanguage does (or
does not do) what it does, in its successes anfiresisForrester lauds Austin for his
interest in linguistic mistakes:
Austin’s attention to the unsuccessful performatilie natural outgrowth of his
view that these utterances are acts, and thusallik®nventional acts, liable to
failure, prevents him from adopting the speciousception of speech as always
succeeding. (p. 152)
Representation hopes to attain the clearest, raibful portrayal of the world. Mistakes,
then, are seen as something to be overcome irathe nf a more accurate picture. But
as Felman (1980/2002) points out, from a pragnpaispective a misfire is not simply

an absence of success. A mistake is not nothingstmethinglse(p. 57). When |

christen a ship without the proper qualificationslb so, | do not successfully christen it.
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But | am still doing other things of interest. | yiae making a mockery of the ceremony
or trying to impress my friends, or both. Thesetakes and misfires direct our attention
to what lies behind unsuccessful communication. ginén that a speech act can fulfill
several undetermined functions at once, this leadsso to look for the “something else”
in successes. Misfires and mistakes are, instead@fs to be avoided and fixed, a
fruitful road into seeing the functional level.

Psychoanalysis, of course, is also interestedaseliprocesses. As the
pragmaticist looks to the performance level of sheé& the way that language is being
used interpersonally, the analyst looks to thesfierence. He attends to the overlooked,
the covered over, the ambiguous, and the mistak@slgs that occur when one
communicates as keys to unseen processes. Freud]mtroductory Lecturessays that
parapraxes are “the first product of psychoandlysisl that psychoanalysis starts “from
the assumption that parapraxes are psychical adtarsse from mutual interference
between two intentions” (1917/1963, p. 60). Mistakee not simply errors to be
corrected, but afford an opportunity to see whse @hight be going on (in particular,
how the person is multiply motivated).

One of the immediate consequences of the rejeofitime primacy of the
constative is that the speaking event comes i@ .vi he pragmatic preference for word
“utterance” rather than “statement” emphasizeddheof speaking. In the same way,
psychoanalysis speaks about the subject of entwtias opposed to the subject referred
to in speech. Both look past the referential funrctof language to what they are more

interested in: the actions of the speaker. Thigradricts thinkers such as Benveniste,
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who would rather suppress this process in favarcotirate representation. For him,
attention to the act of speaking merely gets inithg of what we talk about.

The truth of analytic discourse is not to be foimds content, but in its
interpersonal function. Speech is part of a diadettimplies an other to which it is
addressed, and it is to this transference levelkteapragmatist and psychoanalyst direct
their attention. Recall Austin’s discussion of theutionary, illocutionary, and
perlocutionary acts performed in speaking evemsaking both secures uptake (it gets
that other’s attention) and invites a responseudéstjon calls for an answer, and a
statement invites qualification. This is the wagtttialectic proceeds, such that even a
lack of response stands as a (usually awkwardpressp Thus in every event of speech,
regardless of its representational content, amattés made by the speaker to be
recognized.

Forrester points out that this picture is quiteikinto Lacan’s (1956/2002)
portrayal of empty speech as the passing of awbose faces have been rubbed off from
extensive use as currency. The fact that the csmlo picture on it does not stop it from
being circulated: “This metaphor suffices to remusdthat speech, even when almost
completely worn out, retains its value a®sserd (p. 44). The act of circulation is akin
to the act of enunciation in that it is an exchabgeveen subjects, regardless of the
content of what is said. The content, of coursggsh® determine the quality and
mechanism of that exchange; but it is to what gpleaing on this level of speech, the
fact of speaking, that the analyst attends.

A clinician familiar with psychodynamic theory shHdunot find this point new.

As clinicians, we are trained to look at the precasd not to get lost in the content of
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speech. We view a patient’s claim, “| was mereftiagy a fact,” as an attempt to head off
interpretations of what has been said, and dorsapng. We watch for the failure of

(and for what happens around) communication ancbisequences, not its presumed
execution. Indeed, as Forrester (1990) states vé&hgexistence of psychoanalysis is a
permanent testimony to the failure of communicdtenmd to what may occur in that
failure (p. 151). We attend to speech acts andlgaih “interpersonal process,” trying to
determine what is happening between people, wiedttef/e have on one another. To use

Felman’s (1980/2002) term, clinicians have a mat&mowledge of language (p. 50).

The integrity of the subject

With our attention thus drawn to the enunciatinigjsct, we turn to the second
critique shared by the pragmatic and psychoangbgispectives, that of the modern
subject. If speech is an antthe world rather thaaboutit, the Cartesian picture of the
subject as containing a copy of the world withim&elf no longer holds. In fact, this way
of speaking, opposing inside to outside, itselfibego fall apart. As a result, the
language that we use to refer to ourselves becpnobéematic. “I feel sad” can no
longer simply refer to some form of internal psyckiate. Austin’s rejection of the
“descriptive fallacy,” the assumption that statetseabout the self refer to internal
events, is at once a rejection of both the prindagpresentation and the interiority of
the subject. If there is an inside that can beasgmted to the world, then the statement I
apologize for what | did” is equivalent to “I amaggizing for what | did.” For Austin

this is not the case; an apology is not an exprass a state of being sorry. It is an act in
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the world®” With representation dethroned, communication ifonger the transfer of
content between two egos; the ego is also dethroned

Again we can see how dangerous a perspectivedbasés on process rather than
content can be, and why it makes people like Besteso nervous. The twin
assumptions of the centrality of the ego and regmtadion are part of the foundation of
modern science, and a psychology that holds toiagierspective must find its
foundation in something other than the scientifigj@ct. As Forrester points out:

One of the epistemological foundations of scieaiifistitutions and method is the

complete and mutual substitutability of any givebjsct of knowledge; the ideal

and rigorous demand for repeatable experiments)dtien of a democratic
community of scientists, is part of the apparatuflling this epistemological
condition. Austin’s account of speech acts revpmishow foreign such a notion
of the subject is to the ordinary use of speedierpmetations of the
psychoanalytic situation that cling to this scigatideal of symmetry require one
to hold that such inner mental states are somehutated, in some ghostly

fashion or other, in the mind of the hearer ofulterance. (pp. 152-153)

If this picture of scientific knowledge is rejectelde analytic project cannot be scientific
in the sense of representing the subject’s ego ahlaby/st cannot claim to have a
metapsychological picture of what is inside thespats head. Nor can the goal of
analysis be a striving towards transparent comnaioic.

Forrester, following Lacan, draws a parallel betmvdee modern theoretical
obsession with the truth and falsity of statemamnis the clinical obsessive, who expends
a good deal of psychic energy trying to attend @sdgkly to the truth and falsity of what
he says in hopes of finding absolute certaintydimefp. 150n35; cf. Fink, 1997, p. 122).

The traditional philosophical distinction betweegit and rhetoric, often invoked in

debates for rhetorical purposes, functions to pdie boundary between what is said and

37 Cf. Wittgenstein (1953), for whom the meaning e¥ard is in its use.
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what is happening in the debate itself. Those wightwefer to the process are dismissed
as using rhetoric and thus as unqualified to speak.

What can the object of analysis be, if not a regmmestion of the subject? This is
an important question, given that critics of psyaaysis dismiss it because of its
inability to empirically support (that is, repre$eits claims about what it sees
happening. How will we describe psychic action? @&hswer will have to be something
other than internal processes. What psychoanaggis must be public if others are to
see it. The intersubjective linguistic processespafech may hold part of the answer.

Lacan would agree that the answer is not to bedanian integrated subject who
can represent what is happening inside himselthers. When discussing the proper
analytic stance, he urges the analyst to avoidwcinty his work according to “some
supposed ‘contact’ he experiences with the sulgeetlity” (1956/2002, p. 45). Whether
“contact” refers here to the phenomenologist’smafits to step into the lived world of the
subject or simply the analyst’s labor to understdradworld from the subject’s point of
view, Lacan has no patience for any analytic methatltries to get into the heads of
patients. Whatever the object of the analyst'snéitte might be, “it certainly does not
aim at an object beyond the subject’s speech.”, Tbid.acan, would be an impossible
task.

Rather, says Lacan, “the only object that is withi@ analyst’s reach is the
imaginary relation that links him to the subjecaago; and although he cannot eliminate
it, he can use it to adjust the receptivity of dess” (pp. 45-46). This adjustment, Lacan
states, involves attending to something other thiaat is simply heard: “to detect what is

to be understood.” The analyst listens to whaaid,snot in order to determine what the
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person is referring to (“an object beyond the stitgespeech”), but to attend to the
speaking. It seems then, that the analyst resportie transference, to what is occurring
between analyst and patient as they speak, tdeaetht sort of truth than the
correspondence of thought and reality. He listerthé ways that the patient uses speech.
As with Austin, the truth-value of what is said, atht represents, is itself suppressed in
preference for the process of speaking. This, ralfa a connection with the interior, is

the place where any supposed contact between $siigdo be found.

Empiricism without interiority

Pragmatic and psychoanalytic perspectives, themgshstance that calls the
subject into question and focuses on the linguatioon taking place. Obviously, any
perspective that rejects the anthropology thasthentific project is based on will run
into problems when it comes to empirically justifgiitself. Empirical justification is
only a concern for subjects, subjects who distisiglietween true and false claims. What
we seek to justify is a representation of thingse @ecentering of interiority and critique
of scientific subjectivity are generally attributexpoststructural thinkers, who are
accused of dismissing the reality of the subjedtsirentirety. Frie (1999), for example,
warns that the linguistic turn he sees in psychlyaiga(specifically with Lacan) falls into
the same problem that positivistic materialism @mters in the social sciences. Working
from an existential point of view, Frie calls faatgence with the subject and holds that a
linguistic perspective is not equipped to address/arbal experience, namely the body
and its affects. He fears that an exclusive focuknguage will do the same damage to
the subject that modern reductions of experiengysical processes have done: “The

readiness with which many postmodernist theoriatetdismissed subjectivity and



104

heralded [the] ‘death of the subject’ is surelympagure” (p. 694). Such a linguistic turn,
for Frie, risks eliminating the subject in its eaty.

Still, to dethrone the subject is not necessanilkill it, or to say that it no longer
exists. Nor is it to say that subjective experiead representation is to be ignored. But
it does call into question how subjectivity functso(Frie himself agrees that the subject
is probably not an absolute, unified Cartesian ef@ustin’s strength is his critical edge
rather than his theory building, it is probablyetrthat we cannot build a complete
anthropology on a pragmatic or strictly linguigbgychoanalytic perspective. There are
surely things that cannot be articulated. But wghhask for patience from those who
would reject these perspectives as a bland postmaad for the “death of the subject.”
A decentered subject is not a dead subject; itssput to the side. The space between
them is just as important as what might happeniwitfhere is no reason to give
primacy to subjectivity®

A pragmatic perspective does not require that ejextthe subject outright, nor
does it completely reverse the traditional domorabf the representative over the
performative. It only loosens the boundaries betwteem. Felman puts this well when
she says that, after Austin, “referential knowledgeot knowledge about reality (about a
separate and distinct entity) but knowledge tet to do with realitythat acts within
reality, since it is itself—at least in part—whhistreality is made of” (p. 51). Language

can still be used to refer as long as we remenfiagrréferring is also an act in the world

38 | am grateful to Daniel Burston for pointing oatrhe the oddity of the metaphor of “dethroning the
subject” in that it is the monarchs, rather thagirtbubjects, who are dethroned. Still, the subjbetve
taken their rulers’ places. And since, as Freud,ddne ego is no longer to be considered mastasiown
house, the subject is now susceptible to dethroning
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with its own consequences. But with inside andidatso longer so distinct, we might
guestion the usefulness of the categories thenselve

A subdiscipline of discourse analysis called distug psychology has arisen that
uses textual analyses of conversation in ordetuilyshe way that attributions of internal
mental states function as social interaction. Tény ¢ategories of inside and outside
become the subject of analysis. Wooffitt (2005)ctées the project of discursive
psychology as viewing references to memory, thigkand knowledge as “social actions
embedded in everyday social practices” (p. 117awibmng from ethnomethodological
practices, it views such attributions as the caiegaised by discursive participants
rather than as “real” categories by which a sc&mtiterprets behavior. Thus, for
example, when a person says, “I think that itug ft this verbal behavior can be viewed
as a way of relating to other participants in tbewersation—as a way to hedge or
distance herself from a particular claim, rath@ntlas a statement about the quality of the
knowledge she has:

“I think” formulations of knowledge claims are reaokin social activities. They

allow speakers to manage sensitive interpersontiérsan delicate and subtle

ways ... It is a mistake to assume that refereneesjoeaker’s “thoughts,”

“thinking” and so on simply expresses the operatiohinner mental states. (p.

117)
Likewise, “l dunno” can be viewed as enacting & latconcern for a topic and a refusal
to continue talking about it, rather than as aest&nt of lack of knowledge. Cognition, as
an embedded category of social life, is thus dfterught to bear to perform interpersonal
work. This is not to say that cognitive attributsoare incorrect, but rather that they aren’t

the most interesting things going on when they kapheir truth or falsity is bracketed

out of a preference for the analysis of interpeasaction.
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Some interpersonal psychoanalytic constructs

Discursive psychology thus gives us external stmest where previously there
were internal ones. A psychoanalysis informed logy plerspective can focus on processes
in language use rather than (or as well as) witinensubject. With the subject “opened up
to the world,” linguistic processes are not toddeh as aign of subjective processes, as
external evidence of internal mechanics, but avéng processes themselves. To
illustrate this, we will examine two possible lingtic mechanisms of repression from a
pragmatic psychoanalytic perspective. The firsinstérom the way that we use language
to avoid certain content; the second concernsifferehce between the pragmatic and
the constative levels of speech. As in the intrddado this chapter, it will remain to be
seen how far these constructs can be considergdHpanalytic,” insofar as they might

deviate from an orthodox psychoanalysis.

1. The repressive/avoidant function of speech

Freud understood repression to be an internal pspcbcess. In hintroductory
lectures(1917/1963) he paints his topological picture @mal impulses jostling against
one another at a doorway guarded by a censoriotchman. The impulses that will
become conscious must make it past the watchmamgceasn be more or less alert
throughout the day. Freud admits that this is demetaphor, and that it is probably
incorrect (p. 296), but even in his more subtlesprgations the psychic mechanisms of
repression are presented as located within theithdil (cf. Freud 1900/1965, pp. 626ff).

We might instead see a mechanism of repressidreitahguage itself. Billig
(21999), writing from the perspective of discurspsychology, challenges Freud’s

original presentation of repression and offerslterr@ative that focuses on language
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use®® Drawing from Brown and Levinson’s (1987) work ombiits of politeness, Billig
considers repression to be a result of the linguingtbits we are taught, sometimes
directly but mostly indirectly, in the process afr@ocialization as children. As we grow
up, we develop from our elders and peers varionsams for—and techniques or
strategies for managing—what is considered paditentd not to talk about and in which
contexts, how direct to be when we are saying kinggor something, how formal or
informal to be in a particular setting, how to taliens and when it is acceptable to
interrupt in conversation, and which cues (suckilasce or hedging) to attend to in
order to “save face” for both participaritsThese ways of speaking become more or less
engrained and habitual in individuals (psychoanalgsght say “internalized”), not
particularlybecausehey save face and are the proper or polite wagpéak, but simply
because they are taken to be the way things are @inldren are told to wait their turn;
sometimes they are told to do so because it isgpddut mainly they are taught that this is
the way conversation works.

For Billig, this process of linguistic socializatithecomes the way we learn to
repress aspects of experience. The example heigivdgen someone changes the topic
of conversation to avoid a previous topic that Wasoming uncomfortable. While on

rare occasions we might tell others that we ar@uonfiertable with the topic and would

% Billig (1999) not only challenges Freud’s theotatiunderstanding of repression; he argues thaidFre
placed the mechanism of repression too early inild’s development (stating instead that it evolweth
language use). He goes on to point out places wieetkought Freud himself was using language to
repress in his writings, particularly around thetfaf his Jewish identity and how it may have aféechis
relationships with his patients (such as Dora)oAlshile sympathetic to Lacan’s linguistic projeBtllig
rejects Lacan as showing “a wanton disregard foeropsychologies” and their contributions as well a
writing in a deliberately obfuscating style whighstead of encouraging dialogue, contributes to the
arrogance of his followers (p. 7).

“0 These are common contextual categories used gmatic analyses, as covered in introductory texts t
pragmatics or pragmatic methods such as Levins®®3()1 Nofsinger (1991), and Verschueren (1999).
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like to move on to something else, for the most thas is done without explicit
acknowledgement. We make a joke, and in the laughtt@duce a new topic; or perhaps
there is an uncomfortable pause and someone spea&mething else. For Billig, this is
the mechanism of repression: it keeps us fromriglkr thinking about things, keeping
thoughts from consciousness.

We change topics in order to cover over the faat something has been avoided.
Without a new topic, the old topic would remairheit left hanging. The transition is a
distraction that functions both to avoid the olditoand cover over the fact that it has
been avoided. And for Billig, internal repressisrjust an analogue of this “dialogic
repression!

Should the repression occur in an inner dialoduen the thinker must follow up

an inwardly spoken discontinuity marker with a ses@ment topic of thought. It

would be a mistake to think that “real” repress®mternal, or even that there is

a sharp distinction between internal mental lifd arternal social life. The topic,

which is used as a replacement, need not be cahtiinhe interior dialogue: it

can become part of an external conversation. (p{h&

Billig goes on to say that if a person “externadizeepression by speaking with others
(thereby enlisting their assistance) it works nmeffectively: | can more easily distract

myself and interrupt a train of thought if | iniilea conversation with someone else. It
has the appearance of a beginning, rather thamaition, and neither of us will be the

wiser. And the more habituated we are to this mecthe less noticeable it is. “Other

people can be enrolled into its accomplishmens. déiven better still if the repression

“LIn order to head off some objections: Billig ist particularly interested in arguments about whettie
repressed thought is linguistic in nature. Whilechacedes that we recognize shapes and attendtéonzsa
long before we can speak, he notes that animald@ane same. It is the particularly human kind of
thinking that interests him (and, presumably, tlihking about “morality, politics, the course afrdives,
the characters of others, what will happen tomofr@w49). It is within these topics of interesthish are
not experienced outside of language, that repnessiours.
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becomes sedimented into habits of life, so thatesegion becomes a repeated, habitual
dialogic activity” (p. 56). The particular technegimay be broadly cultural, narrowly
familial, or individual. But it is an overarchinmguistic habit of social politeness and
peacekeeping that leads people to work togethavdi the unsaid?

Burston (1986) comes to a similar conclusion indiggussion of the historical
relationship between the cognitive and clinical enstindings of the unconscious. While
Billig speaks only of the mechanism of repressierehand not of the process that
determines which topics in particular are deferagainst, Burston points out that from
the perspective of an interpersonal psychoanalitbis,enveloping social matrix
evidently plays a pre-eminent role in determinifgatthoughts, feelings and experiences
are subject to social stigma or intrapsychic repogs and presumably the way in which
these particular contents are withheld from consmness” (p. 163). So in addition to
Billig’s individual processes of repression that ased to avoid painful or uncomfortable
experience, we might add that the system that mdtes what is to be repressed also
finds its footing in linguistic habits and rules.

Language, then, does more than uncover, reveabramgl things to light. It also
covers over and obscures. The revealing functidargfuage is familiar in existential
phenomenology, but the notion of an intentionalezong or avoidance is rather foreign.
Heidegger (1927/1996) is very interested in the thay discourse uncovers, equating
truth with the process of revealing the world (P12 For Heidegger, the function of

discourse is to disclose: “What is expressed bespseeto speak, an innerworldly thing

2|t is interesting to note that Billig describegssk shared repressive habits as collaboratiod®(),
marking his linguistic background. Thus he emphessthe cooperative function and how this helps keep
things running smoothly. Laing (1969), a psychogstakalls them collusions, focusing on how such
smooth operations can simultaneously be destrufiivene or both parties.
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at hand that can be taken up and spoken aboueflfihp. 205-206). But while he
allows for covering over in language, he does petk ofmotivatedcovering over. That
is not to say that he does not appreciate the cliodisd: “What is discovered and
disclosed stands in the mode in which it has bésguded and closed off by idle talk,
curiosity and ambiguity ... Being closed off ande@d over belong to the facticity of
Da-sein” (p. 204). But he does view that whichnsligclosed, particularly that which has
fallen from disclosedness back into darkness, agéderate” and “pernicious” (p. 32), a
product of “idle talk” because of its propensitynaslead (pp. 156ff). What is disclosed
must be “defended” to “ensure itself of its disa@dness again and again” (p. 204). The
hope, it seems, is for clear and unambiguous utatetisg.

If Heidegger allows for the action of covering ougspeech as part of the
“falling prey” inherent in human existence, he does explicate this process Being
and time* He sticks with the process of uncovering throuiglcalirse. Interestingly, he
does point out that the Greek term for disclostiesmslated as un-covering, is a negative
term, which for him shows “that being in untrutmstitutes an essential determination of
being in the world” (p. 204). So while he allowsitlthe covered over is an integral part
to human existence, he presents human discourgenaierms of its bringing into truth
rather than as actively working to cover thingsrolscourse is the process by which

“beings are torn from concealment.”

3 It should be noted that Heidegger explicitly adses—and rejects—the possibility of repressive
covering over as part of his larger phenomenoldg@jaction of the existence of a psychoanalytic
unconscious. For an interesting discussion of(emsl a discussion of how Freud might have responded
see Askay and Farquhar, 2006, pp. 220ff.



111

But Billig has given us an example of discoursenbeised t@avoid uncovering,
where language use (he believes) constitutes preé Is this merely an example of
idle talk? Or is the habitual and motivated covgmver function of discourse inherent to
all language use? If so, is it realistic to thihkttthis can or should be defended against?
This is where Austin’s distinction between the ¢atige and the performative can be
helpful. Language can be used in a way that botiowsrs and covers over on the
constative level where the content of speech biitsgspics to light. This seems to be
what Heidegger was aiming at, in that the functbtanguage is to bring entities into
being. But he did not attend to language’s othéfopmative possibilities beyond its
capacity to reveal. The linguistic process of rémgagets around the Cartesian problem
of representing an outside to an inside, but laggdar him is still ultimately descriptive,

disclosing, or designed to present the world.

2. The repressive/avoidant structure of speech

Austin’s acknowledgement of the performative ledespeech breaks apart this
duality of covering and uncovering and allows famguage’s other possibilities—
particularly its interpersonal functions such astrdicting, encouraging, or seducing.

Billig’s dialogic repression (or avoidance) opegta this level, in the habitual ways we

*4 Whether or not Billig's redefinition of repressi¢ams well as the structural avoidance presenteein
next section) can be acceptable to psychoanalystpoint of debate, one that | will touch on iae th
concluding chapter. But it already contains a sigait deviations from Freud’s (1915/1957a; 1915/219)
presentation. For Freud, the mechanism of repnes&parates an idea from its affect, actively kag e
ideational content from consciousness. But thecaffemains, and we can become aware of it (indyfect
from its derivatives: the return of the repress$aéud explicitly notes that repression, rather than
annihilating the idea to be avoided, keeps an fidga consciousness in a way that (when performed
neurotically) leads to other evidence of its existe Thus a person who is repressing experientes ei
anxiety or some form of symptom, where the reptgdea is linked to a substitute, resulting in alph,
obsession, somatic complaint, etc. It seems, thenBillig's understanding of repression, which is
missing the possibility of an “unthought thoughsg more in line with simple avoidance in that iedanot
give an opportunity for a return of the repres&dl, avoidance is a phenomenon that retains dymam
clinical interest.
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use language. But there is another structural nmestmethat covers over aspects of
experience to be found in the very distinction lestw statement and performance.

Austin’s work itself serves as an example. His geaéb turn our attention from
the constative to the performative. There is agrarbtive aspect to his own work: he is
presenting the performative on the constative l&mebur understanding, in such a way
that it seems obvious once he has shown us. Theegainly other ways of writing
performatively; Deleuze and GuattarRsthousand plateaud 980/1987) is a text that
aims to be a performance through other means tieande of the constative to explain
itself. But in general, theoretical writing showpraference for the constative, with a
suppression and even suspicion of the performé&isémere rhetoric”> Austin’s
writing places him firmly in this tradition. His étoric still operates behind the scenes as
he presents his linguistic discoveries for his eeado think about. His work remains, in
the terms of Deleuze and Guattari, a “Radicle-bankhat it relies on constative content
to make its point (1980/1987, p. ).

In other words, it is by ignoring the performatagpect of Austin’s writing that
we learn (in a cognitive sense) about the distamchietween the performative and the
constative. Th@rocessof presentation, while more or less effective, aera in the
background. This is no accident: it is only by remray in the background that Austin’s

rhetorical style works. The performative can benped to, but pointing to it in the

> Hence Billig’s suspicious reading of Freud, loakfior what Freud was repressing in his texts about
repression.

8 A “radicle-book” is one that attacks the primadyepresentation through the presentation of artheo
while still itself remaining representational. &tit is a step forward from the more common “rboiek,”
which aims to present a coherent picture of thddv@eleuze and Guattari state that their own veonks
instead to be a “rhizome,” attacking representattimaugh performance (doing) rather than by thégiz
about it (showing). Theory for them is more likevigench to tinker with the world than a picture to
describe it—and thus can be an infuriating readtfose who expect clear representational theories.
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moment makes it work less effectively in that weudonot be understanding what he
has to say. The presentation works because welssas\presented, not the act of
presenting. So even as Austin points out the padicve level of speech (and writing)

for our use and critiques our preference for thestative, he is relying on that preference
for the constative to make his critique effectiveeveryday use we see the constative
level more readily, at least in part because thabw we get things done. Speech acts
might not work if we did not get lost in the contef what is said—and if they did,
Austin might have to paint a different picture afhthey work.

Of course we can turn our attention to the lingaigérformance; this is what
Austin’s work allows us to do. But even then wedawt left the constative behind. If |
remind my readers that | am making an argumentgnty to make them see things in a
certain way, then | have brought the performatexel of what | was doing into the
constative. But this pointing out of my performamcéself a performance, one that
requires an explanation in turn. And so on. Them@ni infinite regression where the
performative aspect of speech always stands insexafewhat is said. There seems to be
a kind of “falling” (to use a Heideggerian word}arthe constative level of what is said, a
falling that keeps our eyes turned away, distradtedh what our speech is doing in the
moment of its enunciation. Our use of language seslus by always drawing us to the
constative. The performative remains on the le¥@lction rather than thought.

This dynamic may be essential to language use¢noay be a habit of modern
subjectivity. Either way, it certainly functions keep thoughts from consciousness in the
sense that it directs our attention away from wietire doing with language. Such

covering over is built into the structure of ouesph. It also might help explain why we
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tend to assume that language is primarily congabur language use inclines us to do
so. As Billig believes, linguistic “repression” aluses its own traces such that we don’t
even know it is happening (p. 55). An aspect oflaage use that always remains
structurally unseen would be a worthy candidateticr mechanism.

Because the performative and the constative arernéentical, in the same place
at the same time, the act of enunciation, in thenemd of enunciation, exceeds the
content of what is said. We might say that tbagnotbe done explicitly in the sense that
what is said and what is done are equivalent.duse you” and “I insult you” are not
generally seductive or insulting, and if they ameg might imagine such a situation), this
is not directly due to their constative content taiher to contextual factors. It is the
difference between the “illocutionary force” of atierance and its meanifigThis
excess exists even in the explicit performativeg Benveniste wanted to determine as
the only possible speech act. When | perform aomasuch as saying “l do” to marry,
theforce of what is said, the movement and the changesig® about in the world,
remains for the moment unseen, exceeding whatd$'$as a Mébius strip always
obscures its obverse side, the performative exigtee moment of speaking as the
unseen yet effective or operational underside ®fctinstative. It can be pointed to, but
only from a different point on the strip.

The task, then, will be the explication of this ails—not an unsaid that is

“implied by” what is said, but an unsaid thatisne inthe saying. Performances are

74| want to distinguisHorce and meaning in the sense in which meaning is etgriv to sense and
reference, just as it has become essential tandissh between sense and reference” (Austin, 1975,
100).

“8 For Felman, the scandal of Austin’s work is ndydhe separation of what is said from the act of
enunciation (meaning from force), but their conting interference with (and, presumably,
interdependence on) one another (1980/1983, p&A3,
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public. How what is donis done because of the distinction between meaning aroe fo
cannot be determined simply through what is saithimugh reference to internal
intention; its explication requires reference te titerance’s external context.

Thus we have seen two mechanisms explicated agdingrather than
intrapsychic events that function, if not by regiag, at least by actively directing our
attention away from phenomena. Let us turn nowtmrmore examples of interpersonal
psychoanalytic mechanisms, Laing’'s (1969) discuseianterpersonal defenses and
Ogden’s (1982) explication of projective identificen, as further examples of linguistic
understanding of psychological process—and as ebesng the possibilities of dialogue
between pragmatics and psychoanalysis. While negiindgor explicitly references
pragmatics, they both focus on the act of speakirgder to make visible what they
believe to be unconsciously operating betweenrttiriduals in their situations. They
consider the force of conventional linguistic prees to be the source of power for the
speech acts in question. Their works are bothasterg for what they reveal about these
processes and (I believe) stand as good illustraind the power of the pragmatic
perspective. If we make more explicit the lingustharacter of their theories’

interactions, we can see more subtly what theyadkeng about.

3. Laing: interpersonal positioning, confirmati@disconfirmation

R. D. Laing'sSelf and other§1969) is a well known investigation of what Laing
sees as the interpersonal violence people do toaher in the co-construction of each
other’s identities. While he uses the phenomenolddanguage of interpersonal
experience in order to discuss the power that engop’s perspective has over another’s,

it is through the verbal interactions between tlieat he shows how our construction of
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each other’s identity and self-experience actuakg place. In particular, he looks at the
way we move and position each other, determinimtp @her’s possibilities through
speech.

Laing describes a category of interpersonal actientermsonfirmation and
disconfirmation ways that we do or do not recognize another’'sgnation of herself as
having a particular identity. We can respond inag that confirms that identity and
supports the other’s self-understanding, or wereapond in a way that ignores the
attempt—or even functions to give an alternatetitieto the person than the one she is
seeking in addressing us (Laing, 1969, pp. 102ff).

Laing tells of a boy who approaches his mothehtmasher a worm he has found
on the ground while playing: “Mummy, look what glsat worm | have got.” The
mother, in turn, responds by saying “You are fitthgway and clean yourself
immediately.” This response, Laing notes, is tatigeto what the boy initially
approached his mother with. He reads this as aulismatory response: the boy, Laing
presumes, has presented himself to his moéisdrer son (“Mummy, look!”), with an
object she might be impressed with. Or she mightibgusted with it. But her response,
rather than confirming him as “Boy with worm” (a®wd a response such as “what a
filthy worm, throw it away!”), instead identifieseh son as a filthy object. Thus an
opportunity to confirm the boy’s identity in hidagonship with his mother as her son—
even as a son who is doing something unacceptablai+ied into an event of
identifying the boy as himself unacceptable (nsba) unless he is clean.

In Austin’s terms, the disconfirmation is an illa@mnary act. The mother, put in a

position where she may either confirm or disconfiren son’s implicit request for
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recognition, chooses the latf@_aing does not specifically say what the effelse(t
perlocution) of such an act is in this case; thisildt be an empirical issue. But he argues
that a consistent pattern of these forms of ratatigp will have far reaching negative
effects on the boy’s experience of himself, nanmedgcurities about his place in his
relationship with women (as man-with-penis). Lag\g a psychoanalytically-formed
interpretation of the interaction.

Laing speaks directly of the habitual ways we posieach other in our
interactions and determine the other’s possibdita being or acting. He refers to these
“‘games” as “knots,” and in explaining them portréys game as unconscious and
motivated to remain so:

Some people undoubtedly have a remarkable aptitudezeping the other tied in

knots. There are those who excel in tying knotstande who excel in being tied

in knots. Tyer and tied are often both unconscafusow it is done, or even that
it is being done at all. It is striking how diffiltut is for the parties concerned to
see what is happening. We must remember that ptrédnot is not to see that it

is a knot. (1969, p. 158)

Without using pragmatic vocabulary, Laing doesagpratic analysis of one such
interaction to illustrate this point. He examinest@ement made by a man to his wife,
“It's a rainy day,” in the light of several possthtontexts. The possible range of actions
that can be performed by this statement, evenariev contexts Laing provides, is quite
broad. They range from the “simple” constativeestant of fact to a request for her to
close the window, or not go out (if she were gettieady to go), to a triumphant

declaration that he is always right (e.qg., if thewses an argument yesterday, as is their

pattern, over what the weather would be like today)

“9 Note that the analysis cannot assume that hés isnly action in the matter; her son’s request (a
choice) functioned to put her in a place wherelsittto choossomesort of response. Nor should we
assume, as Laing does, that the boy's presentatitthre worm was so innocent.
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In this last possibility, Laing views what is happegy between the couple when
the man speaks as a certain positioning, a putiact party in “his” and “her” place.
This is a linguistic move where the man, througbasing, and relying on the rules and
habits of discourse, places the woman in a cepiagition where she is the loser (and
always will be) and he is the winner. One couldgma in such a relationship that the
man might minimize in speech or simply pass oveilence instances when he is wrong
and she is right. In order for this attempt at posing to be effective—that is, to have
the perlocutionary force to function successfulljxe-tvoman must accept that position
with actions of her own. (This is a point we wilkduss with Ogden on projective
identification below.) Such an interactive pattemuld continually keep her beneath
him, or (in a less stable state of affairs) bera plsa competition where each is
repeatedly trying to undermine the other. Whenismsitioned in a relationship as the
one who is always wrong, the possibilities of whia¢ can say or be are at least in part
determined by that position.

This recalls Austin’s point that the particular nesvn a conversation shape the
possible future moves that can be made: “If | hetagéed something, then that commits
me to other statements: other statements made byiliriee in order or out of order”
(1975, p. 139). Likewise, what | say comnotiersto particular possibilities. The boy
who brought the worm to his mother put her in &@lashere she had to respondetto
respond would still have been a type of respdh3ie possibilities can vary in their

flexibility, but they are still determined. If | vated to say something that contradicted

*0 Interestingly, this response of not respondinglfeen the one of choice for more than a few clinica
stances. Of course the context is different suahitttreates a third option that is neither canéitory nor
disconfirmatory, but this response still has ifeets.
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what | said previously, | would either have to dars such a way that acknowledges my
earlier statement or | would have to act in suglag as to neutralize the effects of what
had been said (i.e., steer the conversation awpyessure or confuse the other). The
ways | would do that, what is possible for me tg, skepend on what has already been
said.

Such positioning and erasures can be quite corealannd convoluting, as in the
“double-bind” or impossible positions that Laindibees contribute to insanity. A
mother can demean her daughter’s body in speeefelii positioning her as ugly. At the
same time she can buy her daughter a dress trattaates the very features she is
belittling. So along with the linguistic positiof leeing unattractive, the mother has
through her actions demanded or pressured her taughdisplay her unattractiveness
by giving her a gift. Laing sees this combinatidrirmguistic and extralinguistic action as
equivalent to the mother on the one hand tellimgdlaeighter that she must hide herself
and on the other hand commanding her to appeatractate (1969, p. 153). Of course,
if this were said so explicitly in the content @rlspeech, it probably would not be so
effective. It works best surreptitiously. Such amplicit injunction, Laing believes, if part
of a larger relational pattern, will surely shape possibilities for action on the

daughter’s part, both with her mother and in héurtirelationships.

4. Ogden: projective identification

Ogden (1982) is the second theorist to offer & e quite powerful description
of unconscious interpersonal action, this timeiricdl example. Instead of describing it
as an internal process, in terms of putting parexperiences of oneself into another,

Ogden describes projective identification as aerpgrsonal mechanism where one
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linguistically manipulates the other’s behaviorlstitat she experiences herself in a way
that matches what the first person would ratheawatis/. This process is akin to Laing’s
interpersonal positioning. While Ogden still speakgrivate fantasies that constitute the
disavowed content, the unconscious mechanisms tieei public realm of speech rather
than in the individuals themselves.

Ogden states apodictically that projective idecdifion does not occur without an
interaction between the projector and the recipjeni4), and holds that there is no
transfer of experiences from one to the other;eratthe projector uses conventional
means to pressure the receiver into having an exmer that matches the one he or she
refuses to have. We might say that the victim @otrger) in projective identification has
the analogous experience to what the projectooi®iaving (but otherwise would be
having), an experience that it is “appropriate” dgoerson to have in this context. The
projector speaks in a way to position the recipgnthat the projector is no longer in a
position to have that original experience, while thcipient is now in a position to have
it. But the recipient’s experience remains origiaadl new, brought about through the
force of social interaction. Again, it is not thhe projector is internally having an
experience and then deciding to get rid of it; eatie or she is in a position that would
“normally” lead to a certain experience and woikgét out of that position. The
projective identification is an interpersonal ajuiring a partner, an act that constitutes
a refusal to experience a certain situation a®uld/occur “naturally” (that is,
conventionally).

To illustrate, Ogden gives a clinical example ofi@n who spent the lion’s share

of his therapy sessions speaking in a pressuredhaaylid not allow his therapist much
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room for comment. Furthermore, the patient subghtited the therapist through
continued discussion of his fantasy life, in whikblk,said, he imagined the therapist to be
“awkward, self-conscious, and weak” (p. 48). Theréipist indeed began experiencing
himself in this way, qua therapist, mainly becasdelt he was not doing his job or
being an effective clinician (as was becoming th&eg. At the same time the patient
began to say that he in turn was feeling much hdttat he felt very macho during his
sessions and felt sorry for his therapist in conspar When the therapist finally began to
realize what was happening he saw the paralleldeivinis position in relation to his
patient and his patient’s childhood relationshighviis father! Whereas the patient had
a history of subordinate relationships with powenfign, this time the roles were
reversed—using, perhaps, the same heretofore hidtlrpersonal techniques to create
that position as had been used on him. This indéémpon of events as the patient
pressuring the therapist to feel inadequate allotivedherapist to reposition himself—as
analyst—so as not to experience the situationigwtiay.

In pragmatic terms, we see two illocutionary actglee part of the patient
constituting the act of projective identificatian®gden’s example. The first is the verbal
demeaning of the therapist and the comparisonsdegtwherapist and patient that situate
the therapist as lacking. But this in itself miglot have enough force to lead to the
perlocution of the therapist colluding with theipat by feeling inadequate. Alone, this
illocution might only serve to make the therapisgiy or alienate the therapist from the
patient (or many other possibilities). In this cabe second illocution seems to have

more force to bring about successful projectivaidieation so the therapist would

*1 From a pragmatic perspective, we might see simpiterns of linguistic interactiobetween the
analyst/patient relationship and the patient/fafperfather/patient) relationship.
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experience himself in a certain way: The patiesb dhcts in,” speaking in such a way as
to make it difficult for the therapist to do hidjeffectively—and the therapist allows
himself to be caught up in the procés¥here the first illocution seems closer to the
surface, if you will, the second illocution is a radmaterial” positioning in that it is on
the level of the constitutive rules of turn-takingconversations, and in this case it is an
effective one.

Ogden is writing for a clinical audience and is cohcerned with convincing
nonanalysts. He points this process of projectieatification out as a step in becoming
aware of the manipulative behavior occurring betwthe parties so that it can be dealt
with clinically. After seeing it, the clinician cahen position herself in such a way as to
interpret what is happening or address the pasiesjected would-be experience.
Whatever the response, Ogden says, the theragigéigeness and mapping of the
dynamic will help her not to respond by colludinghwan unconscious interpersonal
repetition.

Despite this clinical focus, Ogden’s work lendglit$o a pragmatic perspective
and to the possibility of empirical pragmatic as&y Ogden invokes the linguistic
mechanics of this interpersonal process more dijrden Laing, and does not refer so
much to the way that the participants understaathfielves in his interpretation of the
action. Still, in order for this to be an empirigaesentation of projective identification,
Ogden would have had to provide a transcript orclwko base his analysis and discuss

the particular conventions employed in the enactpserch as how dominating the

%2 A note on “acting in”: This term, used for “actiogt” in session, is traditionally understood atoac
taking the place of the symbolizing talk that ipgosed to be occurring in session (e.g., actingntty
rather than talking about being angry). But sinmeaking is also an action, enactment is no longposed
to speech (cf. Ponsi, 1997).
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conversation and refusing to yield the conversafifinor affects other participants. But

it should be clear that viewing projective idermidiion as a linguistic process allows for it
to be seen in terms of the way speakers use rattsules, rather than in terms of
internal occult processes. The processes can lessatthrough reference to a transcript,
pointing to examples of speech and allowing disomsabout what is being done through

it.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions

As an exploration, this study necessarily leavesynh@ose ends, so | will
structure my findings according to the three questithat motivated it. The first question
was whether pragmatics might be able to offer psgohlytic work some theoretical
clarification that might sharpen its clinical lesséhe second was if a pragmatic
perspective could aid in justifying the psychoatialgroject to those on the outside who
question its scientific legitimacy; the third wasaa pragmatic perspective might inform
or transform a psychoanalytic way of seeing. Afliscussing these three questions, | will
discuss some limitations of this study, which imtwill point to possible directions for

future dialogue.

Findings: Three guiding questions
Clarifying the clinical lens

The first question was whether a pragmatic persgeaiming to make
psychoanalytic vision more transparent, might imfahe clinician’s lens in such a way
as to help make psychoanalytic constructs mordyeasible to its practitioners. In
theory, this should be the case; if we are abf@int out processes like projective
identification in a text from a therapy session,skeuld be able to see them more easily
as they occur by attending to the way the patisasdanguage. In Ogden’s example in
the previous chapter, the clinician was able tangkéhis clinical stance once he noticed
what the patient was doing with his speech. Ifagpratic perspective can train a
clinician to be more attuned to what is done wjihexh, it can be an additional clinical

tool, helping a therapist “to adjust the recepyiwt his ears” (Lacan, 1956/2002, p. 46).



125

Chaika (1999), a linguist who has researched tagmatics of schizophrenic
speech, wrote a book for therapists in hopes ofigiag such clinical tools. She
introduces pragmatic categories such as speechrmtigives some advice to therapists
about attending to the ways their own speech hadfact on their patients. She warns
therapists to watch how the wording of their questimight steer their patients’
responses. Furthermore, and perhaps most impgstah reminds us of the fact that the
rules and habits of speech | have been referringhide necessary for the functioning of
language, are not universal: they vary betweennatidn cultures. These differences,
Chaika notes, can lead to many misunderstandingygx@amples of a clinician “missing”
his or her patient.

As an example, Chaika differentiates between “imglolvement cultures” and
“low involvement cultures” (taken from Tannen, 198fhese differ significantly in the
way that pauses are taken up by their particip&dtsle the former is marked by few
pauses and many interruptions between speakdt® iatter “one doesn’t speak until the
conversant has stopped, and, typically, a pauaegofen length has passed (Chaika,
1999, p. 51). When people from these two groupsaat, the person from the low
involvement culture can view the other as ruden@wous), while the person from the
high involvement culture might see the other a®unerned or detach&dSuch
“mismatches” in conversational style (coming froifiedent habits and rules) should be

paid attention to, lest the clinician misjudge wisatappening in the session.

®3 Chaika also differentiates between high involvenaam low involvemensituations it would be fruitful
in this vein for a clinician to consider which softsituation he or she sets up in his or her work.
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Unfortunately, Chaika’s effort to show that pragimstan be useful to clinicians
falls short of its mark. Wetzler (2001), in his i@wv of Chaika’s book, argues that

as therapists, we are already fluent communicasm,more explicit knowledge

of linguistic rules will not improve our fluencyf. iny intuitive communication

skills guide me in using a particular metaphomoumnderstanding the implications
of the patient’s use of a particular metaphor réegnition that we use metaphor

as a linguistic device does not offer much clinioahefit. (p. 827-828)

Despite Wetzler's arrogance in assuming that mscal eye cannot be improved, we
may still fault Chaika for her failure. Her knowbgsl of clinical technique, as Wetzler
notes, is rudimentary at best, and comes solety frer observations of supportive work
used in speech therapy with schizophrenics. Shedfiers advice for all levels of
therapeutic work. She does not try to integratepleespective with the tradition of
dynamic psychotherapy (she is in fact rather disiwesof it) and does not seem to realize
that there are already therapies that focus onpeatsonal dynamics. Her work, then,
remains at a rather shallow level.

What is needed is work that dialogues a pragmatabulary directly with
therapeutic technique so that therapists, who @r&aowthat language functions in
certain ways, can understanow it is functioning in the moment, in the session, a
patient and therapist are using it. Ponsi’'s (198%¢le mentioned at the beginning of the
previous chapter is a good example of this. Shekes the distinction between the
message transmitted in speech and its “relatioeanmmg” (from Watzlawick, Bavelas,

& Jackson, 1967) in order to attend to what théepais doing in their sessions:

By receiving and elaborating a multiplicity of limgtic and paralinguistic signals,

the analyst is able to identify the type of actimnvhich the patient seeks to

involve him ... This level of discourse analysis stimes becomes especially

demanding for the analyst, because this is prgcigeére the most regressive
parts of the patient’s internal world are often @amtrated. (p. 250)
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Ponsi believes that the patient continually “acts’ o the analytic session, and believes
that seeing what the patient is doing with his vgasdthe key to responding in a
therapeutic manner. While she does not use the tachaical vocabulary of pragmatic
analysis, she places a high priority on the meahrmogght to bear on the situation that
results from seeing speaking as an act. If persp&ttis right, and different ways of
seeing bring different phenomena to light, thenicians should see linguistic action

more sharply as psychoanalytic and linguistic aatieg draw closer together.

Showing what psychoanalysis sees

The question that has engaged most of my attehisrbeen that of whether a
pragmatic methodology can help justify psychoanslysthe eyes of empirically minded
critics. In the first chapter | reviewed some of tomplaints that have been made against
psychoanalysis concerning its relationship to gdfienmethods: that psychoanalysts
speculate about unseen processes, that the cdesifygsychoanalysis are in principle or
in practice empirically unverifiable, and that poognts of psychoanalysis refuse to
dialogue with those who call for an empirical aauofor their work (leading to
accusations that they are hiding behind a veilutiarity).

Rather than attempting to answer these chargegghiyng that psychoanalytic
methods are or are not scientific in nature, | fmtlion the ways psychoanalysis has (or
has not) responded to calls that it account feilfité agreed with Luyten et al. (2006) that
if we wish to salvage the possibility of dialogustween psychoanalysis and the
mainstream we need to step back from the discainssstification and work to establish
“talking terms” that neither simply bow to empistidemands nor dismiss them outright.

Taking cues from Gergen’s (2000) perspectivisnugigested that we consider
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psychoanalysis to be a fruitful and interestingh@athan “correct”) way of seeing, and
seek ways to convey that perspective to othehen suggested that a pragmatic
perspective on language use would help in this &king psychoanalytic constructs
more “visible.” This in turn would help to make thsychoanalytic perspective more
transparent in the sense that it would use a maoéquinterpretive ground and an
already accepted interpretive methodology. In tmaesway that Edelson (1984) saw
Freud so clearly presenting his ideas in a “sed Wim&an” fashion, understanding at
least some psychoanalytic constructs pragmati¢sligh as the process of projective
identification) can aid in their clear presentation

Will empirically-minded critics of psychoanalysis batisfied with this offer? It
remains to be seen. The short answer is probalb)yfrvee understand “empirically-
minded” to mean positivists or those who demantlietly quantitative or unified
scientific worldview that deals solely with “brufects.” The pragmatic method | have
presented is considered to be interpretive ratier tempirical.” But the positivist is too
convenient a straw man, particularly in the comrdiscourse that polarizes empirical
against interpretive methods. Packer and Addis689), in their distinction between the
rationalist, empiricist, and hermeneutic worldvieasgue that because all three methods
are in reality interpretive (the latter being thdyoone to admit this) the hermeneutic
stance is to be preferred. But this does not ledldir rejection of empirical methods.
Rather, like Luyten et al. (2006), the studies thesent combine qualitative and

guantitative methods as part of a larger project.

¥ packer and Addison (1989) note that one of thimihef features (or motivations) of logical empisigi
is an attempt to establish a way of looking thainca be questioned and will be accepted as fumisthie
final answer to the questions we ask (p. 20).
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A pragmatic perspective on its own will not respsgchoanalysis from
empiricism. But it can play a role, for exampleaigase study, illustrating interpersonal
processes and allowing them to be “seen” by thdseaecept such an interpretive
method. The fact that the interpretive ground afgpnatics is a “third party” to
psychoanalysis means that nonanalysts have thédpibgsf reinterpreting what is seen
in a different—even nonanalytic—way. This is atsie@ampirical in Westen’s (2002)
sense that it allows us to make observations abeutorld in such a way that the data
are public and available for disagreement andeganétation. As Ablon (2005) urges,
“steps also must be taken to communicate more gper effectively with those outside
the community” if psychoanalysts hope that othatsagcept their data (p. 606). A
pragmatic perspective can indeed lend itself to dmlogue and play a part in making the

psychoanalytic worldview more transparent and aibksto its others.

Consequences for psychoanalysis—and pragmatics

Finally, we come to the third question, the conseges of this dialogue for
psychoanalysis. Insofar as the psychoanalytic aagnpatic discourses overlap,
psychoanalytic problems become linguistic probleans] vice versa. The consequences
of this overlap may be extensive. One significamtsequence of the pragmatic
perspective, we have seen, is that it turns oanttin to the space between speakers, to
their verbal interactions and the effects they hmvene another. This led me to recast
some psychoanalytic constructs in interpersonaiget gave as examples some ways
that we cooperate (or collude) in speaking to kasfain topics out of consciousness and
how the very structure of speaking may turn spealattention away from the

interactions that occur. | also discussed somechspgical” processes that have come
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to be viewed as interpersonal processes by Laidgoaaen, and how pragmatic methods
might be used to address them.

It is important to keep in mind here that | am saying that all previously
“internal” psychological processes are now “extérrather that pragmatics can be used
in the wake of the softening of the boundarieshefdubject (seen, for example, in
Forrester’s linking of Austin to psychoanalysiskattress some of what has traditionally
been considered to be inaccessible. The insidetigejected; it is merely put to the side.
Still, there are implicit claims about human natiheeng made by pragmaticists in their
preference for “the outside”—as seen in their dearto intention noted in the third
chapter. Indeed, my very use of the categoriessafle and outside presupposes the very
anthropology that the “softening of boundariesiieant to deconstruct.

Can a pragmatic perspective address what is nédalear to psychoanalysis?
Billig’s redefinition of repression as an interpanal linguistic process that keeps certain
subjects from being discussed, for example, seengnore the fundamental aspect of
the Freudian understanding of repression as a merhdhat works to keep
representations from consciousness. With the Faeudginderstanding of repression, we
can’t help but talk about people’s experience—dair tunconscious motivations—and
use them as a source for our interpretations. tBagams that the more we shift our
attention to interpersonal process occurring betwmsople (basically, as behavior), the
further away we move from a Freudian understandfritbe unconscious.

Burston and Frie (2006) note that one of the egddaatures of repression is that
it is an act of self-deception; this is what sefegdt from suppression or self-inhibition,

which can function to deceive others, but are deitle at least some sense of what is
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being suppressed. For Burston (1991), Billig’s exgige use of the term “repression” to
cover interpersonal processes would harken babkatouse’s “promiscuous” use of the
term (critiqued by Fromm) to refer to all formspsychic keeping away from
consciousness (pp. 218ff). Furthermore, it igntiesclassic distinction between primary
and secondary process thought. Despite the factrthay recent psychoanalytic thinkers
(including Laing, whom | discussed in the previchapter) have rejected Freud’s drive
theory, Burston notes that in their revisions gfgh®analytic theory they have tended to
retain the unconscious and, therefore, the poggifol self-deception and “unthought
thought.”

As Ponsi (1997) noted in the previous chapter gtieern question of whether
interpersonal psychoanalysis moves too far away ftsmdamental psychoanalytic
principles. The same issue remains for pragmatibge the sociological method |
described certainly seems able to bring to lighbematic, unnoticed, or taken for
granted interpersonal processes, we must ask whbtheragmatic perspective has an
adequate vocabulary to talk about repressed tholigktanswer to this question
determines how closely pragmatics could be tigasi@hoanalysis. If a pragmatic
perspective cannot address the unconscious, thapplication to psychoanalysis is
obviously limited.

| do not have an answer to this problem, excepagothat if a pragmatic
perspective can reveal what is unconscious in émeechnical sense of things not
attended to, it might be modified in order to addre/hat is intentionally covered over.
Such a modification would require further dialodnetween pragmatics and

psychoanalysis (as well as interpersonal psychgsisal As | have mentioned, the
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sociolinguistic method as presented does not irgato intention (avoiding it in its
attempts to ground its interpretations in the difjed data of the text); one might
capitalize on differences within the sociolinguwistommunity, such as Johnstone’s
(2002) distinction between strategic and adapawgliage use, to explore the
possibilities of addressing intention—and, aftattlunconscious thought. | have only
laid some of the groundwork for this future diseassbut it certainly seems that some
brands of psychoanalytic thought lend their vocabes more readily—and dispose their
adherents more willingly—to dialogue with a pragmabcabulary. It would be
interesting to see how different adherents to céfie schools would react to the

suggestion that a pragmatic perspective might mfthreir vision.

Future directions and limitations

The first step in this continued discussion, andh@es the most obvious one, is
that there is much to be done in the way of adtwadies. | have been arguing that an
intersection of the psychoanalytic and pragmatrspectives will be fruitful, but it is
actual pragmatic studies that engage with psychgiamaoncepts that will determine
which direction this will take—and if such a dialegwill ultimately help justify
psychoanalytic concepts or clarify psychoanalyitskes. Gerhardt & Stinson’s (1995)
study discussed in the third chapter, along wipoases by Feldman (1995) and Kaplan
(1995), might be taken as a model for how suchudsions could proceed. Their
pragmatic analysis leads to a discussion of sontieeofonsequences such a perspective
might have for psychoanalysis. | may be overlymtic in thinking that a dialogue
between pragmatics and psychoanalysis will leadpprochement rather than a

proliferation of further differences, given thastarically psychoanalytic discussions
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have tended more toward the divisive end. But I /ot view this as a failure, if such
division led to a clarification of differences.

| should note some possible impediments to clatifon. The first is the metaphor
of vision | have used throughout this exploratidfhile Gergen’s (2000) perspectivism
uses a visual metaphor in order to emphasize tfiateht people look at the “same”
object from different interpretive stances and lees®e that object differently, there is a
temptation to use the metaphor in an empiricalat&3ian sense where vision pretends
to see things “as they are” without interpretatiglkins’ (1996) extended study of visual
experience points out that this is hardly the chaestill, | have been speaking of a
pragmatic method that simply “allows things to bers” Does this mean that everyone
can see them in the same relatively uncontestedhvedyve see physical objects?
Obviously, they are not “seen” in any empiricishse. Rules and habits of speaking are
abstractions, and require an interpretive key fmeap One must first accept a pragmatic
way of seeing (that is, the pragmatic interpretgtes a fruitful enterprise. A pragmatic
perspective can be useful for those who acceand,its utility can only be judged
according to what it produces. This is, in facg goint of perspectivism: that all
phenomena are “seen as” something, that differeople see different things, and no one
perspective should be considered the “correct” Ragher, the recognition of differing
perspectives leads to further discussion.

Still, 1imply that the pragmatic method allowserpersonal processes to be seen
in a relatively unified (and passive) way whenéalp of using the common habits and
rules of speaking as an interpretive key. But alitgthere are quite a lot of different

ways to speak, and different and often conflictinigs that are brought to bear in the act
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of speaking. While | have said that this in prineipllows for diversity in interpretation,
and therefore continued discussion, there is litténtion of these multiple grounds of
interpretation and how they might create a probienthe research. Many of the
interpretive keys used in pragmatic research ibftawtion to suppress the possible
differences in speaking styles—a necessary emtesiesearchers are looking for
generalizable behavior in order to justify thetenpretations. But while this may be
necessary, it is a significant limitation when veels to apply these sociological methods
to individual psychological phenomena.

For example, in Johnstone’s (2002) presentatidheofadaptive” view of the use
of speech, it is assumed that the speakers arangadgether in order to keep the
conversation flowing smoothly. While this assumptioay be necessary in order to help
researchers orient their interpretations (for eXamp showing how conversants often
anticipate requests by asking questions such asat\dtie you doing tomorrow
afternoon?”), it is an assumption that seems tinflyre face of a psychoanalytic stance
that sees aggression and competition so plairdy@nyday speech. It does not leave
room for the possibility that often, on some lewle or both of the conversants might be
deliberately antagonizing the other. Another exagain be seen in the use of Grice’s
cooperative principles of conversation (e.g., “tk# truth” and “say only what is
relevant”) in the interpretation of speech. Bull,stis Verschueren (1999) says, one can
use the flouting of these habits of speech in orol@nterpret what is said (pp. 34ff).
Likewise we can use the assumption that conversaioooperative in order to point out
deviations from this principle. Still, the presunopt of a cooperative default is quite a

strong bias. If a pragmatic perspective is to béftrlly applied to psychoanalysis in
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helping to make its constructs more transpareatworld that places a high premium on
the value of vision, it must be able to addressesofrthe darker points of human
existence.

This is particularly pertinent if we would like talk about people who are
presumed to be suffering from psychopathology,taedefore may very well be using a
different set of rules and habits—indeed, evenegdibsyncratic ones—or speaking
from a different ground. Where a psychoanalyst msgieak of “internalized” tropes or
habits, or conjecture developmentally where arviddial’s distinctive habits come from,
the pragmaticist must ground her interpretatiomjglying known patterns to externally
observable behavior. Hence she will have difficaldgiressing exceptions to the rule.
How, then, will we speak of those who draw ourrgttsn because of the very fact that
their speech and behavior (and their way of thigkohoes not match “ours”?

There are also significant differences within groop people presumed to speak
the “same language.” Tannen (1990), for exampleeaihat the same statement (such as
an apology) can have vastly different implicatiolepending on whether it is said by a
man or a woman—and whether it is sea man or a woman. Ochs (1979) argues that
conversations that include children should be trtabed and analyzed with a careful
awareness that children speak under a differemdfsminversational assumptions than do
adults® Different cultures and subcultures use differefes, and it is difficult to say
within this multiplicity what is “normal” and whas “deviant” speech. While such
differences can and are taken into account inpnégsitions as coexisting speech patterns

and habits, it should be remembered that interppoeinvolve the application of quasi-

% This may be the strength of Chaika’s (1990, 26@@k, mentioned above, which stems from her
research on how the speech patterns of schizoglsrdiffer from those of “normals.”
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universal rules to individual cases. This of coudees not stop us from interpreting; it
should be no surprise that those in more margim@neunities are often interpreted on
the grounds of the presumed hegemony.

A further distinction that needs development is hbe/speech situation that
occurs in therapy differs from that of everydaywensation—and how psychoanalytic
therapy situations differ from other therapeuttaaiions. Therapy research risks treating
therapy simply as an instance of everyday speethgdGerhardt & Stinson (1995) note,
the habits and expectations in psychotherapy dib apart from everyday talk—
otherwise it would be hard to justify psychotherapxistence in the first place. Ferrara
(1994) describes the psychotherapy situation astacplar speech event that is notable
in several ways, such as the asymmetrical reldtiprizetween therapist and patient as
well as differences in spontaneity of speech apat$soof conversation. But, as the
empirical pragmatic research on psychotherapylig/sting, the more subtle
differences—presumably linked to what makes psywraipy effective—need further
explication. Determining what sets different theeappart from one another, and in
particular psychoanalysis and psychoanalytic thersgeems an important step in their
justification.

Tied to the issue of the multiple grounds of intetation are questions about
human nature, in particular Hjelmquist's (1982)maioted in the third chapter that “a
crucial point in a theory of discourse processeakagelationships between thought,
conceived of as including intentions, and langugge36). While the pragmatic method
presented typically takes a stance of “ethnometlogiical indifference” in order to

remain theory free in the sense of not being fitcedny particular psychological theory,
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it cannot be theory free in the sense of havingsgumptions about human beings and
their relationship to language. The point of theuasption of cooperation noted above
serves as an example. Such an assumption is nptyssnmethodological convenience in
order to establish a generalizable interpretive kag also a fundamental claim about
human motivation—as well as about the functionpafesh.

It should be clear that both pragmatics and psythigais reject the notion that
speech functions primarily as a vehicle for the samication of facts about the world. |
have stated in my discussion of Austin in the sdadrapter that it may make sense to
presume that there is no primary function of lamgguat all; language does many things,
and they are all (more or less) interesting dependn what we choose to focus on. But
there remain fundamental questions that requienanadtment to particular functions in
order to answer them: How are we to understanarmiives? How much of our self is
available to us, and in what way? How much hogtdit cooperation do we see in our
interactions with one another? What is the rolple&sure in speaking? These questions
require answers if we want to give a truly psychatal explanation of what is happening

when people talk.
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