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Abstract

Picture in your mind the ideal family according to Western dominant culture, likely you

have conjured a picture of a biological nuclear family form. More often than not,

however, a disjunction exists between the internalized family we live by and the

externalized family we live with. Using the autoethnographic methodology, the author

explores her two notions of the family from these two levels of the lived experience.

Eventually, the author discovers that the feelings of lack and failure that she felt as a

child, arose from the struggle to reconcile the variable speeds of her two families (that is,

the slowed stability of the lived by family; and the infinite unpredictability of the lived

with family). The feasibility of a self-fashioned approach to practicing postmodern family

therapy that includes both narrative and Deleuzian perspectives is explored.





Preface

We All Have Two Families: Part I

Taken amass, the following autoethnographic piece explores family in two parallel

realms ofmy lived experience: external and internal. The inspiration for exploring

these two realms of experience arose from the following quote:

...we all have two families, one that we live with and another we live by.

(Gillis, 1996, p. xv)

By chance, I had come across this quote in the initial stages of writing my thesis.

For two key reasons, it immediately had a profound affect on me.

First, I had never considered the thought of having two families at the same time!

My external that I live with, that has evolved in composition over the course of

time. And my other internal family that I live by, that represents my personal ideal

notions of the family construct. Second, and most importantly, the quote

prompted the realization that my internal lived by family ideal has continually

informed my perceptions about my external lived with family.

Overall, Gillis' (1996) quote provides the (under)tone for my autoethnography,

dividing my lived experience in two separate, but related, realms: (1) the external

(lived with family); and (2) the internal (lived by family). As I explore these two

realms ofmy lived experience, I address the hegemony of the nuclear family as the

idealized lived by family structure both internally and in our dominant culture. I

must admit that writing a parallel analysis of these two experiences (inner and

outer) of the family has been no small feat.

What presents the greatest challenge to writing about the family is the fact that it

is a ubiquitous phenomenon. Certainly, I could write at length about instances of

nuclear family idealization that are immediately apparent. What I am concerned

about, however, are the instances of nuclear family idealization that remain

unrecognized: hidden in the nothing. Let me try and explain what I mean.

World - Perceptions = Nothing

Recently, i attended a symposium wherein the speaker discussed how an art canvas

must represent nothing before it can mean something. In other words, an art canvas

- In itself - represents nothing until it acquires meaning through the perceptions of

an observer.
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Upon hearing this statement, I understood why it has been a challenge to write

about phenomena that is so ubiquitous. After all, if I apply the same logic to my thesis

and conceptualize the world as an art canvas, nullified of meaning without my own
perceptions, then a formulaic reduction would be as follows:

World - Perceptions = Nothing

Reduced/deduced from this formula is nothing - my nothing. And so I ask, what is left

in my nothing? Post-modern thinking suggests is that what remains invisible (in my
nothing) are my taken-for-granted truths. They remain invisible because they are so

deeply intertwined into my being.

A Word on Postmodern Thought

Modernist notions of "truth, rationality, objectivity, individual knowledge,

evidence, and scientific progress" are saturated within our cultural surroundings. Thus,

although post-modern thought encourages the recognition and releasing of such taken-

for-granted truths, it also acknowledges the inevitable tendency to still approximate

universalized assumptions, methodologies, values, and language (Gergen, 2001).

What's Hiding in (my) Nothing?

While earning my undergraduate psychology bachelors degree, I was saturated

within, and had operated primarily from, the modernist point of view. For instance, I

fully prescribed to the possibilities of objective truth[s] and observations. By way of

graduate school course work, however, I was introduced to the notion of

postmodern thought. And once that first domino of a long-line of truths fell within

my modernist mind, it was "game over".

At a variable pace - sometimes slow, other times fast - the dependable and solid

ground of objective truth shifts and erodes away beneath my feet - keeping me in a

state of constant unbalance. Without the solid ground of objective truth(s), I am
faced with the anxiety-provoking realization that all I have left— are my perceptions.

Just a step away, ridden with the ultra-safe security and hardcore dependence on

objective truth(s), is the solid ground of my surrounding inborn culture.
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As a [newbie] postmodernist, I am still getting accustomed to this mode of thought

and observing the world. It is not an adjustment, because to adjust implies finding

another solid placement from which to stand. No -
I purposely struggle to remain

unbalanced. I decide against the relentless undertow that would sweep me back to

dependable solid ground. From that solid ground, i found security in the belief of

objective truth, but from this position, I am acutely aware of my limited scope of the

world.

As a [decidedly] post-modern observer of the world, therefore, I am aware that my
writing is limited to my perceptions. Yet, I ask myself: What lies beyond my
perceptions and thus left unquestioned? I revisit the above formula:

(My) Nothing = (My) Taken-for-Granted T[t]ruths

[My Perceptions] = (My) World

Further reduction tells me that there is something in my nothing: my taken-for-

granted truths. The challenge is that my taken-for-granted truths are so conscious,

that in they remain unconscious. I want to know, got to know, have to know: What is

hidden in my nothing as taken-for-granted truths?

I admit, I've taken this fight to an extreme. Rather than accepting that my writing will

inevitably be limited to my perceptions of the world and my remaining taken-for-

granted truths, I want to capture it all. And so the challenge of writing hinges on the

very [newbie] idea that if 1 try hard enough, I can peel back the skin, reveal the bare

bones, and unpack everything which remains in my nothing.

I soon discover that peeling back one area could never reveal it all - so I venture out

on a quest to peel away more and more. Until finally, I reach a point of overwhelming

anxiety and frustration - two feelings that are not conducive to concise and cohesive

writing.

Thesis syndrome: Blessing or curse?

I am really frustrated with myself! Why can't I just remove all that masquerades as

taken-for-granted truth from my percept? All I need to do is focus and constantly

remind myself to question and pay attention! Twisted little mantras of "motivation"

circulate in my head: "Let go of all taken-for-granted truths"; "Get into a state of

hyper-awareness"; "Make visible what has, until now, remained invisible"; and

similarly "Question, what has until now remained unquestioned".
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On numerous occasions, I initiate writing about instances of society's idealism of the

nuclear family. And as I write, the process feels productive and progressive. But upon
revisiting the written material, I am unsatisfied. That is - I feel that I could write

endless volumes on society's idealization of the nuclear family structure, and still feel

unfinished.
^

If there is one thing that I learned thus far, it is that instruments of society's

idealization of the nuclear family arise exponentially. And this continuous outpour of

instruments, are part of an epic mass of symphonic meaning. I know this, because I

briefly connect their harmonies in isolation. One minute, I'll hear the sound of one or

two instruments of idealization in my head, and the next minute, they rejoin the

entire symphony. Although I can still hear each, I am now unable to extract and

isolate their effects/affects from the arising melodies surrounding them.

What 1 am trying to say is - individual instruments of idealization never work alone.

Working in unison, they produce an epic symphony of meaning that lulls us into

believing that the nuclear family is ideal. None of us are immune to its infectious

symphonic capacities. Similar to elevator music, the homogeneous instrumental

melodies accompany us from origin to destination without penetrating our

awareness. They provide the background music of our lives.

And so - 1 engage myself in an endless and vicious cycle of thinking and writing,

thinking and writing, thinking and writing... Finally, I think and write so much that the

topics and sub-topics are damn near unrecognizable. As a result, I feel overwhelmed

with the sheer volume of information that I could be incorporating into my thesis. I

think I am doing the right thing and considering the topic from many, many, many
angles.

Kathy Skott-Mhyre jokingly referred to this affliction/addiction as the "thesis

syndrome", wherein every thing becomes potential thesis fodder. Indeed, my
extreme(ist) mode of thinking had a strong grip on me. Just when I thought i had

extracted enough, I sense more lurking in the midst. And so I plunge deeper, my eyes

wide open, my ears perked, and my arms stretched out so far into the dark shadows

of the abyss, that they feel cold.

Addiction/Affliction

Don't get me wrong -
I fully embrace the post-modern epistemology. It suits me. I

have always had an affliction/addiction to exploring endless avenues of information.

As those closest to me have witnessed/experienced - first hand - I am prone to

profuse questioning, agonizing analyses, and critical thinking.
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It is an addiction/affliction, no doubt. When I read or discover something that I had

never thought of before, entirely new to my knowledge, I feel the fresh air of

exhilaration, like a new door has opened up in my mind. Conversely, I feel frustration

when I learn something, but recognize it as opposing something that I previously

thought to be true. I feel like a child, who despite the clues otherwise, still believed in

Santa Clause. Until suddenly, all the clues align. "It now seems so obvious!" I feel like

I was the last to know.

Regardless of whether ! feel exhilaration or frustration, both extremes feed my
addiction/affliction for endless exploration.

Full Circle

I was foolish to believe that I could ever encapsulate amass, society's instruments of

idealization of the nuclear family. I was trying to complete mission impossible:

capture EVERYTHING including all that will inevitably remain hidden in my taken-for-

granted truths. Overconfident, I thought to myself, "Not only will I slay the dragon,

but all the assassins hiding deftly in the shadows as well! I was doomed from the

start.

But I believe that I have come full circle in the challenge of writing from a post-

modern point of view. First, I felt frustration knowing that, as I write, I will inevitably

miss what is deeply engrained in me as taken for granted truths. Second, I attempted

to remove all that masquerades as truth from my percept (with twisted mantras).

Third, as a result of these mantras, I feel entirely overwhelmed with everything I could

incorporate into my thesis. Fourth, a break in the downward spiral arrived when the

speaker discussed how an art canvas must represent nothing in order for it to mean
something, and I arrived full circle.

What the Foucault?

Shortly after writing the piece about the frustrations of writing, I felt somewhat

humiliated by the thought-process I had revealed. Constantly questioning my ability

as an academic student to convey thoughts properly, I wince and squirm after

submitting my writing for evaluation. Prior to receiving feedback, I agonize about

how simplistic my struggles must be to my supervisors. It does not matter what

anyone says, encouraging me to feel otherwise, I am convinced that I am the only

one who has felt this much frustration in writing about discourse.
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A particularly vulnerable passage by Foucault (1991), however, altered my thoughts

about writing and I felt less alone in the challenge. In that piece, Foucault

acknowledges the irritations he had felt studying and writing about discourse. In

particular, he reveals how hard it is to approach its "obscure set of anonymous rules"

of dominant discourse, as opposed to just looking at its conscious expressions. "I can

well understand those who feel this distress" (Foucault, 1991, p. 71), he continues:

They have doubtless had difficulty enough in recognizing that their history, their

. economy, their social practices, the language they speak, their ancestral mythology,

even the fables told them in childhood, obey rules which are not given to their

consciousness. (Foucault, 1991, p. 71)

I felt relief knowing that Foucault had also struggled to recognize the taken-for-

granted truths or rules deeply engrained in his being, and not readily unpacked from

his unconscious. Yet, he was not entirely void of hope. He acknowledged the ability

of one to become "dispossessed" (if willing) of the taken-for-granted truths and

rules. In doing so, he adds, one may not have the ability to change the world, per say,

but could at least change their 'meaning' that "comes only from them and remains

forever close to its source." (Foucault, 1991, p. 71)

. . .each sentence you pronounce - and very precisely in the one that you are busy

writing at this moment, you will have been so intent, for so many pages, on

answering a question in which you felt yourself personally concerned and who are

going to sign this text with your name - in every sentence their reigns the

nameless law, the blank indifference: 'What matter who is speaking; someone has

said: what matter who is speaking.' (Foucault, 1991, p. 72)

And so, if nothing else, this autoethnographic journey is about a willing dispossession

from the taken-for-granted truths or rules about what an ideal family should be. In

doing so, I reopen the door of family to many possible lived realities and expressions.

Yet, in regards to writing about discourse, he himself has recognized that:

. . .discourse is not life; its time is not yours; in it you will not reconcile yourself

with death; it is quite possible that you have killed God under the weight of all that

you have said; but do not think that you will make, from all that you are saying, a

man who will live longer than he. (Foucault, 1991, p. 72)

What I take away from this passage is that discourse cannot be captured, regardless

of how much writing you produce, because it is not constrained by this life and time.

Moreover, I learned that regardless of the volume of writing, nor how profound the

message you try to convey, do not be so bold as to think that your writing means

anything beyond your own cognitive realm.
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Finally, 1 return back to the aforementioned discussion with a doubled sense of

solace, knowing that Foucault himself had felt sheer frustration with the ultimate

realization that all we have is our own meaning to construct the world.

Just another point of view...

I feel (a doubled sense of) solace with the realization that no matter how hard I try,

or how long 1 write, information will inevitably remain hidden in my taken-for-granted

truths (in my nothing). I feel a release from the self-inflicted need to write

EVERYTHING about society's idealization of nuclear families.

I am resolved with the fact that the best that I, or anyone else can do, is write from

where I have been, and where I am at this moment. My point of view may, or may
not, evoke a sense of self-discovery in my reader(s). At the very least, I aim to provide

the opportunity for readers to relate on some level to my experience of family.
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Methodology

"we know there is always more to know" - (Richardson, 2000, p. 14).

It is no wonder that my methodology section has been a bearer of great

contention. After all, I can sympathize with those new to the [notion] of postmodernism,

let aloiie the term autoethnography. It was not that long ago that I too was completely

unaware ofwhat postmodern thought entailed, not to mention what autoethnography

could contribute to the research community. Postmodernism, as a concept and fi-ame of

mind, is antithetical to definitional finality, as such, autoethnography as a postmodern

research approach, is equally remiss of definitional constrictions. As two epistemological

realms, postmodernism and autoethnography are indeed a challenge to grasp, particularly

for those accustomed to the more traditional modem modes of thought and research.

Thus, I will help the reader gain a better understanding ofpostmodernism - extending

fi"om the brief introduction to postmodern thought in the prologue - by explaining how

autoethnography is a research approach equal to the challenges ofpostmodern

multiplicity.

To begin, I want to address the modernist traditional notion of pure objective

research, more specifically, their foundational beliefs that it can be conducted, and in a

way that gather objective and unbiased Truth(s). In essence, postmodernism deconstructs

the traditional "fa9ade of objectivity and fi-eedom fi-om bias" by instead offering the

possibility that "many ways ofknowing and inquiring are legitimate and that no one way

should be privileged" (Wall, 2006, p. 2). In other words, postmodernism does not aim to

reject, or even eliminate, traditional scientific methods, instead it aims to "question its

dominance and to demonstrate that it is possible to gain and share knowledge in many
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ways" (Wall, 2006, p. 2). As such, postmodernism creates a space wherein "all methods

[of research] are subject to critique" (Wall, 2006, p. 2).

Similarly, Richardson (2000) offers the contention that "[n]o textual staging is

ever innocent" (p. 5), as such, there is "no single way - much less "right" way - of

staging a text" (p. 15). Denzin (2006) concurs with Richardson with the observation that

even "[ejthnography is not an innocent practice" (Denzin, 2006, p. 422). But what do

these authors mean by (non)innocent staging of research texts?

Denzin (2000) states that our research practices, or how we write and talk about a

subject(s), are inevitably "performative, pedagogical, and political" (p. 422).

Performative because "we enact the worlds we study", pedagogical because our

performances "instruct our readers about this world and how we see it", and finally,

political because our personal way of seeing and being "challenges, contests, or endorses

the official, hegemonic ways of seeing and representing the other" (Denzin, 2000, p.

422). In other words, as Richardson (2000) observes, the style of our texts are "neither

fixed nor neutral but [inevitably] reflect the historically shifting domination of particular

schools or paradigms" (p. 5). Overall, postmodern researchers (for example, Denzin,

Richardson, or Wall), recognize that research on "the other", by its very nature, is not

innocent because it inevitably includes an element ofperformative and pedagogical bias,

masquerade as universal truth, in order to ultimately exercise political and hegemonic

"power over others" (Wall, 2006, p. 3).

Elsewhere, this debate has been acknowledged as the "crisis of representation"

(Denzin & Lincoln, 1994, p. 10) wherein the researcher believes they objectively

represent the lived experience of participants but, inevitably, their personal perspectives
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and experiences get mingled in with those of the studied, into the final text, and

masquerades as truth (Wall, 2006). One way modernist researchers defend their ability to

be objective in gathering truth is by recognizing and bracketing out their biases, an a

priori step which is thought to eliminate the personal perspectives and experiences of the

researcher (Richardson, 2000). Another defence that modernist researchers posit, is

declaring that without their ability to convey the voices of their subjects, true knowledge

and inquiry cannot truly be transcribed (Wall, 2006). Wall (2006) cites Clandinin and

Connelly (1994) who state fi-om a modernist perspective, "[i]f a researcher's voice is

omitted fi-om a text, the writing is reduced to a mere summary and interpretation of the

works of others, with nothing new added" (p. 3). From this vantage point, traditional

modernist researchers claim to be the dominant purveyors of objective truth, and

therefore are more knowledgeable disseminators of objective truth as than those

"incoherent" peoples actually living the experience under study.

On the other hand, postmodernists warn of such constrictive claims toward the

conveying of objective truth about the lived experience of subjects (Wall, 2006). A whole

host ofpostmodern researchers, such as Denzin (1994; 2006) and Richardson (2000;

2005), recognize that researchers can never fully recognize nor "bracket" out biases. As

such, postmodern approaches to research not only recognize personal bias, but embrace

its presence as a methodological strength. Therefore, as a postmodern approach to

research, autoethnography effectually bypasses the crisis surrounding representation and

voice, by making the researcher - the researched (Wall, 2006). But the reader may ask

what they can learn fi-om just one person's perspective on. . .for example. . .family?
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In response, I offer Richardson's (2000) observation that "a postmodernist

position does allow us to know something without claiming to know everything", instead,

"[h]aving a partial, local, historical knowledge is still knowing [and is in some ways

easier] because postmodernism recognizes the situational limitations of the one who

knows" (p. 8). I have found this postmodern perspective helpfial as I offer my own

reflections and perspective with the understanding that they are inevitably partial and

limited to my local, historical and situational position. Finally, Wall (2006) states, "an

individual is best suited to describe his or her own experiences more accurately than

anyone else" (p. 3). As such, it is my intention to use my voice and experience, and place

myself into the dual researcher/researched role as suggested by the autoethnographic

approach.

To explain how I intend to proceed with my thesis, I provide the reader with key

conceptualizations of autoethnography, its strength as an emancipatory research text,

what methodological processes are expected of the author, and finally I will explore how

the process of autoethnography mirrors the therapeutic process.

What is Postmodern Autoethnography?

There are many ways of conceptualizing and defining autoethnography, which

speaks to the way in which its methodological practices and purpose are open to debate.

The debate centers around two main proposed purposes/focuses of autoethnography:

evoking emotional responses, or inspiring critical analysis. To engage in a power struggle

over methodological and practical terms seems (counterintuitive) antithetical to a

postmodernist perspective, as such I offer what the perspective of Laurel Richardson

(2000; 2005), who declares that this dualistic debate is over. She stresses that "[a]ny
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dinosaurian beliefs that 'creative' [or evocative] and 'analytical' are contradictory and

incompatible modes are standing in the path of a meteor; they are doomed for extinction"

(Richardson, 2005, p. 962).

As such, Richardson moves beyond the dualistic debate - not unlike the way that

most people have moved on from the nature versus nurture debate - and bridges the

methodological and practical gap between the primarily creative/evocative and the rigidly

analytical modes of thought. Instead, she offers creative analytical practices (CAP) that

are "both creative and analytical" and produce a diverse remge ofCAP ethnography

(Richardson, 2005, p. 962).

Creative Analytical Practices (CAP): Bridging the Gap

Creative analytical practices (CAP) are a set of creative and analytical processes

used to produce the new evolution ofCAP Ethnography categories (e.g.,

autoethnography, polyvocal texts, writing stories, mixed genres) (Richardson, 2000;

2005).

Richardson (2000) describes some of these practices:

(a) working within theoretical schema. . .that challenge grounds of authority; (b)

writing on topics that matter, personally and collectively; {c)jouissarice -

experimenting with different writing formats and audiences simultaneously; (d)

locating oneself in multiple discourse and communities; (e) developing critical

literacy; (f) finding ways to write/present/teach that are less hierarchal and

univocal; (g) revealing institutional secrets; (h) using positions of authority to

increase diversity...; (i) self-reflexivity; (j) giving into synchronicity; (k) asking

for what you want. . .; (1) not flinching from where the writing takes you,

emotionally, or spiritually; and (m) honoring the embodiment and spatiality of

your labors, (pp. 16-17)

Overall, Richardson (2005) suggests that when using these creative analytical

practices (CAP), "ethnographers learn about the topics and about themselves that which

was unknowable and unimaginable using conventional analytical procedures, metaphors.
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and writing formats" (p. 963). In other words, they offer "open spaces for thinking about

the social that elude us now" (Richardson, 2000, p. 1 0).

Richardson (2000) also highlights that using CAP frees the author from traditional

practices of research that may have precluded aspects of the social world by

limiting/restricting scope to a few key angles. Of all the modernist research methods,

Richardson highlights triangulation as the most restrictive. Triangulation conjures the

image of a triangle - "a rigid, fixed, two-dimensional object" - and is a term used to

describe how traditional researchers deploy methods from three different angles to

increase their validity (Richardson, 2005, p. 963). This fraditional approach to validity

assumes that "there is a "fixed point or an object that can be triangulated" using multiple

methods of inquiry (for instance, the use of "interviews, census data, documents" and so

on) (Richardson, 2005, p. 963).

On the other hand, the postmodern researcher "recognizes that there are far more

than "three sides" by which to approach the world" - a world where a multitude of

approaches to knowing and telling exist side by side" (Richardson, 2005, p. 961-963) and

each are (dis)trusted equally. Thus, as a postmodern deconstruction of triangulation, CAP

offers the notion of crystallization.

Conjuring the image of "an infinite variety of shapes, substances, transmutations,

multidimensionalities, and angles of approach... crystals are prisms that reflect

externalities and refract within themselves, creating different colors, patterns, and arrays

casting off in different directions...what we see depends on our angle of repose"

(Richardson, 2005, p. 963). As such, crystallization assumes no centrally located and

singularity of truth, but instead "provides us with a deepened, complex, and thoroughly
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partial understanding" (p. 963). All ofwhich brings me back to the quote "we know more

and doubt what we know. Ingeniously, we know there is always more to know"

(Richardson, 2005, p. 963).

According to Richardson (2000), autoethnographies are a form ofCAP

ethnography that are "highly personalized, revealing texts in which the authors tell stories

about their own lived experiences, revealing the personal to the cultural" (p. 11). In my

project I intend to engage in a recursive revealing of the personal to the cultural, and vice

versa, which will be discussed in more detail. For now, I stress to the reader Richardson's

(2005) notion that autoethnography "displays the writing process and the writing product

as deeply intertwined; both are privileged" (p. 962). I appeal to the reader to remember,

that "[t]he product cannot be separated from the producer, the mode of production, or the

method ofknowing" (Richardson, 2005, p. 962).

Autoethnography Mirroring Therapy

Finally, as I am about to share the intentions and flow ofmy thesis, I offer

Stephen Tyler's (1986) contention that postmodern ethnography can mirror the

therapeutic experience. He makes this argument based on how autoethnography has the

propensity to create a crisis. Crisis, he continues, has a propensity to move people to a

position that is unfamiliar, away from the familiar hegemonic ideals we previously

subscribed to, a location that can mirror the therapeutic space.

Tyler (1986) delineates a difference between the therapeutic space, however, and

the therapeutic effect. Stephen Tyler (1986) suggests that autoethnography (postmodern

ethnography) can be therapeutic as it throws the author/reader into a space of
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abstraction/crisis - but it is the return of the author/reader to the commonsense world,

with a renewed perspective that may produce the therapeutic effect.

But why return to the commonsense world at all?: Part I

Taking that first step onto/into the path of postmodernism, I thought, this will be a

transcendent departure from the previous (modernist) path I had been barrelling

down. I admit, I was drawn (in)to the prospect of abstraction, a new frame of mind

potentiated with multiple truths and realities. I wanted off the beaten path of

modernist thought, to explore the endless possible routes of postmodern

multiplicities, endless exotic ventures, and intellectual stimulation.

That is until I read that a permanent abstraction/relocation "over the (proverbial)

line" from modern to postmodern thought, would be an extremely alienating

(ad)venture. According to Tyler (1986), a permanent abstraction from the

commonsense (modernist) world (by its devaluation and falsification of an objective

reality) will only bring unbearable alienation - which, as he states, can only be

relieved by death.

But surely, there must be a "happy medium"? There must be some way to step "over

the line" into the pure post-modern epistemology of infinite truths and chaos, while

retaining some semblance of a "worldly" connection.

At this point, however, I must digress... because...

Tyler (1986) states that the aim ofpostmodern ethnography is not to produce

permanent transcendence from the commonsense world, but rather, the aim is to offer the

author/reader a temporary departure from the commonsense world, only to then

"reconfirm it and return us to it renewed and mindfiil of our renewal" (Tyler, 1986, p.

134). Thus, as opposed to moving toward abstraction and promoting alienation from life,

postmodern ethnography promotes a reintegration of the self in society, but not before it

restructures the lived experience (Tyler, 1986).
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In this way, Tyler (1986) suggests that the writing/reading of a postmodern

ethnography can mirror the therapeutic experience. That is in so far as the "object of

meditation", postmodern ethnography, "provokes a rupture with the commonsense world

and evokes an aesthetic integration whose therapeutic effect is worked out in the

restoration of the commonsense world" (Tyler, 1986, p. 135).

Wall (2006) also recognizes that the therapeutic effect of autoethnography, occurs

as a renewed perspective of the commonsense world. Furthermore, she notes that

autoethnographies:

create a space for the sharing of unique, subjective, and evocative stories of

experience that contribute to our understanding of the social world and allows us

to reflect on what could be different because of what we learned. (Wall, 2006, p.

3)

Overall, Wall (2006) contends, writing an autoethnography forces the author to

bend in new and unfamiliar ways, and without this challenge, there is no growth. Could

this be the crisis that Tyler (1986) was talking about?

Crisis? What crisis?

Certainly, you could say that I am in a crisis of sorts.

After all, I am confronting the hegemony of my internal lived by family and how it

effect(s) the feelings I have about my actual lived with family. Of course this

awkward experience forces me (in)to the unfamiliar.

Crisis (present state) + Return to the "Commonsense World" (to occur, arguably)

Therapeutic effect (to be determined)

It is curious how, once again, I've minimized my lived experience into a formulaic

abstraction...
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My Lived With Family

I return to the statement made by Gillis (1996) that inspired the division ofmy
lived experience of family into two separate realms:

...we all have two families, one that we live with and another we live by.

,_ (Gillis, 1996, p. xv)

My lived with family formation has evolved four times over the last three decades.

I have experienced the transition from the traditional nuclear family, to a single-

parent family, to a common-law family, and now, to its present form as a step-

parent family. Regardless of the changes in formation (as a result of different

constituent members) I feel 1 have been a part of the same one lived with family'.

That is, despite its variability and sudden changes in lived expression, I've

considered it as being the same lived with family.

On the other hand, my internal lived by family evolved slowly, in response to the

sudden^ changes in the lived with family circumstances. Thus, my internalized

thoughts about the lived by family (what 1 thought was considered socially

acceptable) were in a constant state of "catch-up" to what was transpiring around

me.

I believe that my internal lived by notions of an ideal family continually informed

my perceptions about my lived with family. And because my internal lived by

notions of family evolved more gradually, in response to my lived with family

circumstances, differences have always existed between them. 1 explore the

differences between my internalized lived by family and the one 1 actually lived

with.

Crisis Means to Therapeutic Effects

To engage in such an exploration, I will revisit my previous internalized notions of the

ideal family (my lived by family), how it became internalized through modern

psychological discourse, and how its normalizing gaze may have been harmful to the

perceptions I had about my lived with family. Such a nonlinear exploration requires a

non-traditional methodology, such as an autoethnography.

' Perhaps this feeling has been a resuU of what Laing (1969) refers to as perceiving a shared

"family synthesis" as will be discussed in Chapter One ofmy thesis.

My lived with family underwent sudden changes in composition that were rather traumatic, thus,

I think that my internal notions of family took longer to "catch up" to what had occurred.
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It is my contention, and iiope, that autoethnograpiiy can be therapeutic. The

therapeutic (re)turn/effect/growth can only be revealed, however, upon my return

from the process of crisis/abstraction, after I have deconstructed my lived by family

ideal. As Tyler (1986) argues, it is only upon my return to the "commonsense world",

that the product/thesis (the process in documentation form) may reveal a renewed

outlook on my lived with family. I am hopeful that I can reveal what could be

different within the everyday experience of my lived with family, within my lived with

commonsense world.

Alas, I (re)align my thesis intentions to fit Tyler's (1986) therapeutic context, to

produce a space wherein my internalized family ideal (influenced by society's

hegemonic image) is thrown into crisis/abstraction. By placing my internalized lived

by family ideal into a space for questioning, I am deconstructing it. By deconstructing

my internalized lived by, I am putting into movement different possibilities of

thinking about my lived with family. Within this space of crisis, things get messy as

many voices get thrown into the mix. The braided exploration that best describes this

process is a parallel recursive analysis. Let me explain what 1 mean.

Parallel Recursive Analysis

Imagine my thesis like a long braid of hair. Following one fragment of hair with

your eyes, notice how it weaves in and out - appearing recursively - yet remains parallel

to the others. Similarly, I pull fragments of writing forward, and push others back,

allowing them to appear and retract recursively, but always remaining parallel to the

others. In other words, no fragment is ever forgotten, nor does it ever appear in exactly in

the same way. Instead, fragments are recursively brought forward - imploded into the

next - to produce continually thickening parallel analysis.

In this way, format and methodology are intimately related because my thesis'

format is the methodology. Overall, what is created is an unconventional, uniquely

textured, and what may be conceptualized as a recursive parallel analysis.

Each recursion can arise from one oftwo main areas: my personal voice(s) and

those of the outside academic and socially constructed world of dominant psychological
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discourse. As such, each area is potentiated with a multiplicity of voices. The imported

voices range from the refined academic and hegemonic ideals, to the raw popularized and

satirized constructions of the family ideal. I purposely unfold the refined, and then raw, to

shadow how the ideal family tracing is first internalized through dominant psychological

discourse, and then, percolated throughout popularized venues of indoctrination. Taken

together, they provide the objects/code from which I recursively reflect and respond,

unbridled by the linearity of temporal and spatial restrictions.

In the first recursion I explore the hegemonic definitions of the ideal family from

outside sources, only to implode these objects into my own internalized ideal definition

of family through personal reflection. I begin with the literature of Gilles Deleuze and

Felix Guattari (1987) because their theoretical concepts ofmapping and fracing provide

the basis from which the rest of the crisis/abstraction oscillates. Mapping and tracing are

not dichotomous concepts, but instead, the fracing is one representation off the map of

infinitely lived realities. In the personal reflection that follows, I implode these theoretical

concepts to demonsfrate how the idealized nuclear family structure is but one fracing of

family on the infinite map of lived expressions of family. I will reflect how the hegemony

of this nuclear family tracing is harmfiil to the remaining expressions of family structure.

Still in chapter one, I continue the discussion of the idealized nuclear family

tracing by introducing R.D. Laing's notion of internalization. I will use this code to

reflect upon the notion of a shared family synthesis, and how it is maintained to the

degree the nuclear family ti-acing is internalized in each family member. I will also reflect

on how family members engage in transpersonal defenses, acts on the other, in an effort

to maintain the shared family synthesis when it is threatened. More specifically, I will
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explore the most common transpersonal defense, the act of mystification (a complex

process of subtle coercions that may or may not be recognized by the other).

In the second recursion, I carry forward what has been imploded, deconstructed,

and analyzed within the first chapter and introduce new objects for reflection. In this way,

each recursion enhances the parallel analysis, thickens the braided exploration, and

provides more depth to my crisis/abstraction and deconstruction of the ideal lived by

family.

Thus, in chapter two, I pull forward the theoretical concepts ofmapping and

tracing (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987) and internalization (Laing, 1961; 1965; 1969), along

with the personal reflections I have made, and implode them into the next recursion of

codified literature. More specifically, I pull forward the notion of the internalized family

tracing and implode it, by exploring its ethological formations.

I use the outside voice of Ian Parker (1995; 1997; 2005; 2007) to discuss how the

nuclear family tracing is internalized through the process of psychologization.

Psychologization is the term to describe how dominant psychological discourse imports

ideas fi-om other dominant discourses, in order to bolster theoretical pronouncements.

Thus, psychological discourse uses other dominant discourses (e.g., biology, medical,

anthropology, and so on) to effectually idealize the nuclear family structure as the

normalized template, of which to compare and contrast all other forms of family. The

psy-complex is the network ofpsychological venues that effectually produces the notion

of family normality and abnormality on the basis of compositional structure.

Also in chapter two, I carry forward the previous theoretical concepts and

introduce the concrete lived experience of Canadian families using the outside voice of
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Mona Gleason (1999). More specifically, Gleason (1999) provides the historical context

ofhow psychologists gain access to families, and then exercise their "technologies of

normalcy" (p. 9). Extending from Foucault's notion of technologies of the self, Gleason

(1999) speaks of the "technologies of normalcy" that effectually make families self-

regulating and self-deprecating units (p. 9).

Within this second chapter, I will also touch upon the popularized venues of

family indoctrination and offer the voices ofdominant psychological proponents Dr.

Laura Schlessinger and Dr. Phil McGraw. I chose these two public figures because they

personify the current state of popular psychology, and because I believe that their

popularity in the Western culture reflects how we have normalized and accepted the

language and techniques of psychology into the everyday lives of the family.

In the third and final recursion, I carry forward what has been imploded,

deconstructed, and analyzed within the first and second chapter, and introduce new

objects for reflection. The recursive parallel analysis has grown into a thick and in depth

braided exploration, and this is the last recursion for crisis/abstraction and deconstruction

of the ideal lived by family, prior to my (to be determined) return to the commonsense

world.

Thus far, in my recursive parallel analysis, I have pulled forward: the theoretical

concepts ofmapping and tracing (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987); internalization (Laing,

1961; 1965; 1969), the process of psychologization through the psy-complex network

(Parker, 1995; 1997; 2005; 2007), the normalization of the ideal family (Gleason, 1999),

the popularized ministrations of the ideal family (McGraw, 2004), and finally, the
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reflections from the first and second chapter which includes the raw satirized

conceptualization of the ideal family.

In the final chapter, I talk about how the redundancy of the tracing obstructs

infinitely lived expressions of family conceptualized on the map. 1 bring forth the outside

voices of Deleuze and Guattari (1987), this time to help implode the tracing of the

nuclear family back onto the map of infinitely lived expressions of family.

I propose the format ofmy thesis to be a nonlinear interwoven piece ofpersonal

reflections, modernist psychological discourse, and various theoretical frameworks. My

overall aim is not to redefine family, nor is it to provide definitive answers about how to

resolve the inevitable differences between the family we live by and the family we live

with. Rather, my intention is to invite the reader to join me in exploring and experiencing

the two notions of the family (lived by ideal and lived with reality). In hopes of opening

up new ways of thinking about the concept of the family, I will evoke more questions

than answers. This is in line with Ellis and Bochner's (2000) suggestion to

autoethnographers, that is, to resist the impulse to find "undisputable conclusions" (p.

745). Instead, I offer the reader an opportunity to explore my continuous open dialogue,

and perhaps they will engage in their own. In the end, Tyler (1986) suggests, the

therapeutic effect ofmy autoethnography will come when I return to the commonsense

world with a renewed sense ofmy own lived with family. Let's start the journey.

Thesis Purpose

In my autoethnographic exploration, my goal is not to find a new definition of "the

family" that better suits today's postinodem world ofmultiple selves, and as many

conceivable realities. As Gergen, Lightfoot, & Sydow (2004) suggest in the following
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quote, to establish a new definition or truth would be antithetical to my path onto

postmodern thought:

[T]o establish a final truth, a foundational logic, a code of values, or a slate of

practices would be antithetical to the very unfolding of understanding championed

by the [postmodern] movement, (p. 389)

^—-—Therefore, because I value the postmodern notion of a multiplicity of truths and

realities, I will not redefine or establish as True any new vision of the family construct.

This is not to say that I reject the notion of having an "ideal" or some 'thing' that

one holds in their minds-eye as flawless, pure, or the epitome of perfection. After all, if

the world does not lack, then all that one has ever aspired, wanted, hoped, dreamed, or

'needed' is hidden in plain sight. When an ideal is held in mind to inspire and explore

endless possibilities and avenues, it can be helpfiil.

On the other hand, I am critical of the belief that any ideal may be universally

authenticated and ontologically True. In other words, I am deeply suspicious of rigid,

binary, idealized thought processes that serve to produce (unrealistic/harmfiil)

universalized definitions of the family construct as ideal versus non-ideal.

To reiterate, I do not intend to redefine the family. Instead, I deconstruct how

society effectively constructs and locates the notion of an ideal family exclusively within

the nuclear family stiucture. In doing this, I join with the reader to open up a multiplicity

ofnew ways of thinking and talking about the family.
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Chapter One

The Ideal Family: a Tracing Internalized

Deleuze and Guattari: The Map and Tracing

Deleuze and Guattari 's theoretical concepts of the map and tracing, offer a helpfiil

framework in understanding how the infinite lived expressions of the family are covered

over by the one dominant nuclear family structure. Although it takes a little abstract

thinking, dear reader, I believe that you will agree it is worth the effort.

I want you to imagine the infinite expressions of the lived with family on a map,

existing despite of the dominant tracing of the lived by nuclear family ideal that

dominates Westernized culture, and permeates our internal unconscious. As you imagine

a "map" in your mind, you may see a two-dimensional folded piece ofpaper, for

instance, a map of Canada. But by the end of this section, I hope to convince you that a

map of Canada, is not a map at all!

Infinite Expressions ofthe Lived with Family on the Map

Deleuze and Guattari (1987) describe a rhizome as a "subterranean stem" system

made up only of lines as its dimensions: while lines of segmentarity, break the rhizome,

making it "stratified, territorialized, organized, signified, attributed"; lines of fli^t,

deterritorialize the rhizome by exploding the lines of segmentarity, freeing the rhizome

through their rupture^ (p. 9). In an infinite process of territorialization and

deterritorialization, the rhizome always "start(s) up again'* on one of its old lines, or on

' Deleuze and Guattari (1987) suggest that we "[a]lways follow the rhizome by rupture; lengthen,

prolong, and relay the line of flight; make it vary, until you have produced the most abstract and tortuous of

lines of n dimensions and broken directions. Conjugate deterritorialized flows" (p. 11).

" To illustrate how the rhizome always starts up again, Deleuze and Guattari (1987) use the

example of ants, and how you can never get rid of them because "they form an animal rhizome that can

rebound time and again after most of it has been destroyed" (p. 9).
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new lines" (p. 9), this is because it is "not amendable to any structural or generative

model" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 12).

The rhizome is a map, and the map is "part of the rhizome"^ (Deleuze & Guattari,

1987, p. 12). The map is "entirely oriented toward an experimentation in contact with the

real" because it is:

open and connectable in all of its dimensions; it is detachable, reversible,

susceptible to constant modification. It can be torn, reversed, adapted to any kind

ofmounting, reworked by an individual, group or social formation. It can be

drawn on a wall, conceived of as a work of art, constructed as a political action or

as a meditation. (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 12)

As part of the rhizome, the map fosters infinite possibilities, connections, and

performative capacities (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 12). The map removes blockages

on "bodies without organs^", allowing "the maximum opening ofbodies without organs

onto a plane of consistency^" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 12). Finally, the map "has to

do with performance" in all its potential for multiplicity and unbridled desire (Deleuze &

Guattari, 1987, p. 12). But what does all this abstract language mean for the family

construct?

Essentially, Deleuze and Guattari 's (1987) concept of the map is fully potentiated

with endless desire and a multiplicity of performative assemblages^. On their notion of

the map, therefore, there is no pre-traced family destiny, ready-made family definition,

' In other words, "the rhizome pertains to a map that must be produced, constructed, a map that is

always detachable, connectable, reversible, modifiable, and has multiple entryways and exits and its own

linesofflight"(p. 21).
* A "Body without Organs" (BwO) is "made in such a way that it can be occupied, populated only

by intensities", and is therefore a kind of "matter that occupies space to a given degree - to the degree

corresponding to the intensities produced" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 153).

' The BwO "is thefield ofimmanence of desire, \he plane ofconsistency specific to desire"

(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 154).

* Deleuze and Guattari (1987) defme desire as "a process of production without reference to any

exterior agency, whether it be a lack that hollows it out or a pleasure that fills it" (p. 1 54).

' An assemblage is an "increase in the dimensions of a multiplicity that necessarily changes in

nature as it expands its connections" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 8).
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but rather, we can imagine all the infinite performative capacities of the family flowing

fi-ee of/from dominant ideals, definitions, or professional restrictions.

Deleuze and Guattari's (1987) conceptualizafion of the map does not lend itself

easily to concrete thought , especially because it lacks a sense of temporal restriction.

That is, there are no blockages to inhibit the infinite performative capacities of the family,

including those existing in the past, present and future. As such, a concrete conception of

the map" is confounded by our inability to conceive of all previous, present and future

performed expressions of the family. Even ifwe cast past and future "realities" aside, an

attempt to conceive of all the present infinite lived realities of the family could never be

accurate, because the family as a construct is never stable and constantly evolves.

To take one picture of "the family", freeze it, and use it to represent "the family"

of the past, present, and fixture; is not unlike taking a picture of a glacier and claiming it

has always existed in that spot, presently remains in existence in that exact spot, and will

forever remain there in that location, completely unchanged by the course of time and the

force of the elements.

In the following quote, Basaglia (1987) eloquentiy warns of the dangers of

freezing reality:

. . .the reality of today will differ from the reality of tomorrow, and in trying to

freeze it, it either becomes distorted or irrelevant, (p. 4)

In many ways, we have not heeded Basaglia's warning against freezing the reality

of today. One very common way that we in have attempted to freeze reality is in our

construction of geographical maps. As such, I we have run the risk of distorting our lived

realities...

'" Not unlike so many of Deleuze and Guattari's abstract concepts.

" Her«, I do mean in the Deleuze and Guattari sense of the term the map.
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Deleuze and Guattari 's Concept ofthe Map and Canada

Parallel Deleuze and Guattari's notion of the map to a geographical map of

Canada, and it should encompass the infinite performative capacities (past, present, and

future) of the Canadian landscape. This is not the case, however, because the two-

dimensional constructed maps of Canada are a prime example of an attempt to freeze

reality. Two-dimensional paper versions ofmaps, therefore, are very different fi-om the

notion of the map inspired by Deleuze and Guattari. On the other hand, the paper map of

Canada is not unlike our constructed definition of "the family" in the way that they both

claim to provide an accurate representation of infinite and constantly evolving

landscapes.

A "Map" of Canada

On the exquisitely colourful map of Canada spread before me, I see each of the

Canadian provinces from coast-to-coast, their carefully labelled capitals, cities, and

towns. Each labelled location is connected directly, or indirectly, by a web of

highways, roads, and streets. Lakes, rivers, and other waterways, expand like blue

venous capillaries across the page. As I look at the map, it appears to be an accurate

representation of the lived Canadian landscape. Appearance, as "they" say, is not all

that it may seem.

The University of Wisconsin's Cartography Laboratory (UWCL) (2006) states

that maps are limited by their general purpose, that is, to gain an overall picture on one

piece of paper using ink, colour, shadows, lines, and text. The map of Canada, therefore,

is limited by its ability to capture all the complexity of the Canadian landscape. Instead,

all the variable aspects of the land are reduced "down to just a few important attributes"

(UWCL, 2006, 1 5). This is because "an attempt to plot each feature true to scale would
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result in a product impossible to read even with the aid of a magnifying glass" (Map

Navigation, n.d., f 2). Unavoidably, therefore, the map of Canada is a limited expression

of actual lived Canadian landscape.

Previously forewarned by Basaglia (1987), another factor that limits the ability of

a map to accurately represent the Canadian landscape has to do with the passage of time.

The map of Canada is subject to temporal expiration due to, for instance, constant and

unpredictable modifications in borders, deterioration and construction of established

routes, alterations in city limits, and so on.

Finally, we cannot forget that geographical maps have been constructed by

someone. As such, a map of Canada is also limited to the perspective of its creator, that

of the cartographer (Norman B. Leventhal Map Centre, n.d.). The cartographer forcibly

organizes the vast and varied landscape of Canada, onto a two-dimensional paper

representation. Perhaps this cartographer has drawn this map with the help ofpreviously

created maps, but that map was also limited by the perspective of that cartographer, and

so on. . . Inevitably, the cartographer creates a version of Canada that drastically differs

from, and distorts, the actual lived realities and expressions of the Canadian landscape.

Dare I ask: Is a map of Canada really a "map" '^?
I would argue that the two-

dimensional map of Canada is not a map but is rather a fracing!

(False) Sense of Certainty

My patient reader, you may wonder where I am headed with all of this and what it all

has to do with the family. I ask that you stick with me, and consider the following

scenario.

'^ Map in the Delexize and Guattari rhizomorphic sense of the term.
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What if we decided to stop making new tracings (maps) of Canada to account for

changes in the Canadian landscape? With no new map to account for the demolition

and/or creation of manmade roadways, or the natural erosions and burgeoning of

the land, we would be ignoring the inevitable and continual propensity of the

changing landscape, and forcing an image of stability where it does not exist! We
would become stuck on one version of Canada!

So why have maps (tracings) of Canada at all? In one word: certainty. Setting out on

the road, we feel certain and secure in knowing that when in doubt of our location,

we can consult a map of Canada. The map will remind us of where we were (past),

where we are (present), and where we will be (future).

But as Basaglia (1987) warned us, the reality of today differs from the reality of

tomorrow, and freezing it only leads to distortion and irrelevancy. Thus, a map
(tracing) of Canada is outdated the day after its creation. It no longer represents an

accurate reality of Canada, but a distorted version that may no longer be relevant!

One may even suggest that the map of Canada had never been accurate, that we are

being guided by a false sense of certainty and security, or a false sense of stability.

The question then becomes: Have we always been guided by a false sense of

certainty or security in an instable and ever-evolving geography? Moreover, have we
not been gathering our certainty and security through the limited perspective of the

(one) cartographer?

How does this relate to the family construct?

In a similar way, our perceptions of the family are limited to the perspective of the

family cartographer of our dominant culture! In other words, I suggest that the

forcible organization and freezing of reality of the vast and varied landscape of

Canada, is not unlike the way Statistics Canada confines the vast and varied lived

expressions of the family into a census family definition.

Just as the map of Canada is very different from the reality it represents, I argue that

the census family definition differs drastically from, and distorts the actual lived

realities of, the family.
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Defining the Family

Currently, the family is defined into a limited representation of its lived

expression, as both national and international forces aim to align it into a static and

definable representation. The most recent definition of the census family by Statistics

Canada, is heavily influenced by the international force of the United Nations. This is

because the United Nations Statistical Division (UNSD) is at present, undertaking a

massive scale coordination of various aspects of census collection internationally. Why

are they doing this?

Statistics Canada 's Census Definition ofthe Family

Overall, the purpose of a national census questionnaire is to a collect pertinent

data about a country's population, including information about the family. In order for

the questionnaire to be implemented with consistency across the nation, a clear

standardization of definitions and concepts must be delineated. Baker (1995) describes a

couple reasons why explicit definitions of family are important:

Government policies need to be based on explicit definitions of family, since the

way in which the institution is defined establishes who will be eligible for

government benefits such as family allowance, social assistance, or child tax

credits. For the purpose of gathering census data and producing statistics on

family life, the term 'family' needs to be defined consistently in order to enable

long-term comparisons, (p. 9)

In other words, the census family definition allows countries to do two things. First, it

gives the government the control to provide and restrict allowances and assistance to the

family by way of their alignment toward what is socially acceptable. Second, the standard

definition of the family allows for long-term comparative research about family life

across their own nation.
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Earlier, I had asked why the United Nations is pushing for an international

standard definition of the family. Their intention is to be able to conduct long-term

comparative research about the family on an international scale. This requires a massive

coordination effort, in order to standardize all of the definitional and conceptual qualities

of all the United Nations census definitions of the family. This large-scale concerted

effort is currently underway by the United Nations Statistics Division (UNSD), and

Statistics Canada has been influenced by this UNSD effort in their most recent definition

of the census family.

United Nations Statistics Division Family Nucleus Protocol

The UNSD (2007a) is currently facilitating the 2010 World Population and

Housing Census Programme. The primary aim of the 2010 World Programme is to ensure

that "each Member State conducts a population and housing census at least once in the

period fi-om 2005 to 2014 and disseminates the results" (UNSD, 2007a, 1 3). In order to

guide each country, the UNSD (2007b) has developed governing principles specifically

for international statistical activities with the aim to "enhance the functioning ofthe

international statistical system" (UNSD, 2007b, H 1). hnmediately relevant to the present

discussion on coordinating a standardized census definition of the family, are the fourth

and ninth principles governing international statistical activities.

The fourth principle states that concepts and definitions used in international

statistics should be "made transparent for the users" (UNSD, 2007b, ^ 12). As such, good

practice entails "documenting the concepts, definitions and classifications" and "making

this information publicly accessible" (UNSD, 2007b, ^ 14). The ninth principle addresses

the "coordination of international statistical programmes" and states that good practice
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entails "working systematically towards agreements about common concepts,

classifications, standards and methods" (UNSD, 2007b, Tj 29).

In regards to this agreement process, the UNSD (2001) acknowledges that

"arrangements within a given country will naturally depend on the administrative

structure existing in that country [however] centralized coordination of statistical

activities is desirable in order to ensure that the structure functions efficiently in

producing statistics which are based on standard concepts, definitions and classifications"

(p. 12). As such, the UNSD (2001) insist that civil registration officers "familiarize

themselves with the census procedures in their countries and globally" (p. 91).

In addition to the governing principles. The UNSD (1998) provides a handbook

called Principles and Recommendationsfor Population and Housing Censuses: Revision

1, to help international coordination efforts. This handbook provides "guidance on census

operations and the content of censuses, including illustrative tabulations and definitions

of concepts and terms used" (p. 9 1 ). The UNSD ( 1 998) recognizes that "family

composition can be examined from different points of view [however] for census

purposes it is recommended that the primary aspect considered should be that of the

family nucleus" (p. 67, H 2.77). The UNSD (1998) family nucleus protocol reads as

follows:

A family nucleus is of one of the following types (each of which must consist of

persons living in the same household):

(a) A married couple without children,

(b) A married couple with one or more unmarried children,

(c) A father with one or more unmarried children or

(d) A mother with one or more unmarried children.

Couples Kving in consensual unions should be regarded as married couples.

(p. 67, 112.78)
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Acknowledging that this family nucleus protocol does not provide "information on all

types of families", the UNSD (1998) recommends that each country extend their family

definitions "in accordance with their own [country's] interests" (p. 67, ^ 2.81).

Statistics Canada Census Family

—-— Statistics Canada (2006a) has verified that it conformed to the UNSD

internationally recognized standard by implementing a census family definition that is

"compatible with the definition of family nucleus" (^13). As such, Statistics Canada

(2006a) most recently defines the census family as:

a married couple and the children, if any, of either or both spouses; a couple

living common law and the children, if any, of either or both partners; or, a lone

parent of any marital status with at least one child living in the same dwelling and

that child or those children. All members of a particular census family live in the

same dwelling. A couple may be of opposite or same sex. Children may be

children by birth, marriage or adoption regardless of their age or marital status as

long as they live in the dwelling and do not have their own spouse or child living

in the dwelling.

Grandchildren living with their grandparent(s) but with no parents present also

constitute a census family, (f 1 -2)

To briefly summarize, Statistics Canada complies with the UNSD (1998) family

nucleus protocol and has taken up the invitation by the UNSD to extend their definition

"in accordance with their own interests" (p. 67, ^ 2.81). Thus, for the first time since the

Canadian census inception in 1871 (Canadian Broadcasting Company (CBC), 2007),

Statistics Canada (2006a) has extended the census family definition to include: (1) "same

sex" couples; and (2) families comprised of "^andchildren living with their

grandparent(s) but with no parents". In addition, Statistics Canada (2006a) has also

acknowledged that children are children "regardless of their age or marital status as long

as they live in the dwelling and do not have their own spouse or child livir^ in the

dwelling".
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To get a better perspective on how this census family definition translates on the

actual two-dimensional paper questionnaire, I present a snapshot fi-om the most recent

Statistics Canada (2006b) census form. (NOTE: only the section relevant to this

discussion, where the responder is to enter family information, is shown).

\ NAME
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Evidently, Statistics Canada does not provide the census family definition directly

on the census questionnaire form. As such, I am inclined to ask: Did Statistics Canada

violate the UNSD (2007b) guiding principle number four'^?

What if Statistics Canada did print the census family definition directly on the

form? It would have been evident to the responder that same-sex married spouses are

"now" accepted as part of the census family definition. The responding public would

have been aware, and possibly questioned: "Why are same-sex married spouses still

categorized as "other"?

Further adding to the glaring omission of a same-sex union category, the form is

also barren of any extraneous details indicating how the respondent's family will be

categorized in post-hoc data analyses. Somehow, in post-hoc data analysis, Statistics

Canada produced data indicating how many same-sex unions there are across the nation.

So, I am eager to know: How were same-sex married couple data extracted from the

"other" category in post-analyses? How did they produce such detail fi-om the vaguest of

all categories, the 'other'?

The average Canadian does not take a deeper look at how family is defined by the

nation, indeed, it may not even cross their mind. I acknowledge that, fi-om the perspective

of the responder, it is appreciated that the census form questions are relatively few and

are exceedingly simplistic. I am also cognizant ofhow, fi-om the respondent's point of

view, census questionnaires are one of those governmental obligatory tasks that seem

completely harmless.

'^ Concepts and definitions used in international statistics should be "made transparent for the

users" and good practice entails "documenting the concepts, definitions and classifications" and "making

this information publicly accessible" (UNSD, 2007b).
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How nuclear is your family?

The following is a satirical true or false quiz taken from Wylie's (1997) book,

Family: An exploration:

True or false. (Note: this is a generic questionnaire. Truthful answers are

expected from males as well as females.)

^____ 1. 1 have been married once and once only.

2. I have 1.7 children.

3. I like peanut butter.

4. I can find my own socks.

5. I know that name ofmy neighbour's turtle.

6. I have memorized Where the Wild Things Are, Madeline, I'll Love

You Forever, all of the above.

7. I always put the cap back on the toothpaste. (Using a pump will not

earn your extra marks.)

8. 1 know how to make brownies.

9. 1 know how to darn socks (but 1 don't want to).

10. I know where my children are.

(Wylie, 1997, p. 221)

Although this true and false questionnaire is purely in jest, I detect a hint of

cynicism. A mini-social commentary, ifyou will, on how a number of seemingly

harmless questions can have serious social implications for the family.

I draw a similar parallel between this excerpt and the Statistics Canada census

form. That is, I suggest that the social implications of the questionnaire far

surpasses the little time and effort it took to fill out.

Statistics Canada 's Historical Action

I acknowledge the progressive and historical step that Statistics Canada took by

expanding their census family definition to acknowledge some 0/those families who

were previously ignored and allocated to the "other" categorization (with the marked

exception of same-sex married couples?). Simultaneously, I cannot help but see the

omission of the census family definition (and details about the post-hoc categorization of
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different family structures) from the census form as a pre-meditated and strategic move

on the part of the Canadian government.

I am incHned to wonder: Was changing the census family definition a purely

aesthetic or ostensive move by the Canadian government to appear inclusive of other

lived expressions of family?

The census family definition, therefore, is not a map of infinite performative

capacities of family because it excludes many "other" families from existing

governmental provisions. 1 suggest the census definition of the family is a tracing, the

governmental representation of the ultimately favoured nuclear family form. Evidence of

this favoured tracing of family is in our family policies, which are created by white,

middle-class, males in the Canadian Parliament.

Canadian Family Policy

Gaps exist between how Statistics Canada (2006a) currentiy defines the census

family, and how the Canadian family is categorically defined and treated by the Canadian

government, and this is evident in our family policies.

Baker (1995) defines family policies as "a coherent set of principles about the

state's role in family life which is implemented through legislation" (p. 5) and "social

programs" (p. 8). Social programs will inevitably be steeped in the "implicit values about

equality and justice" of the dominant political party representations (Baker, 1995, p. 12).

What this means is that legislation and social programming is ultimately decided and

delivered in direct accordance to the "political ideology of the government in power" (p.

9). For instance, on December 16, 2004, Prime Minister Stephen Harper was confronted
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with the issue of changing the Canadian census' traditional definition of marriage, to

which he responded:

It's a question for Pariiament to decide: Does it want the traditional definition of

marriage, or does it want to change that definition?" (CBC, 2005)

Ideally, legislators elected to represent the "public" are unbiased by their own

world-views, but the opposite is actually true. As Baker (1995) points out, it is imevitable

that government legislators will be "influenced by their background and personal

characteristics, especially their gender, social class, cultural background, and political

world-view" (Baker, 1995, p. 14). Having said that, it is pertinent to note that the

majority of "legislators are middle-class or upper-middle-class men with occupational

backgrounds in business, agriculture, or law" (Baker, 1995, p. 14). Overall, she continues

to state, white male legislators will not only personally defend their own views through

overt or covert means, they will also "protect their own world-view when selecting their

advisers, amending existing legislation, or creating new policies" (Baker, 1995, p. 14).

Case in point: on February 16, 2005, Prime Minister Stephen Harper was, once

again, confronted with the issue of changing the government's view on traditional

marriage and family, to which he replied:

Fundamental human rights are not a magician's hat from which new rabbits can

constantly be pulled... Same-sex marriage is not a human right. (CBC, 2005)

This statement is does not reflect an unbiased world-view. As an elected official

representing the Canadian public, it is abundantly clear what world-view Prime Minister

Stephen Harper operates from. Undoubtedly, his personal views about the (rights of)

family influence and inform the legislated family policy while he remains in office. But,
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what a second, what about those damn pain-in-the-ass human rights people? How does he

deal with them?

Canadian Human Rights Commission: Definition ofFamily

The Canadian Human Rights Commission (CHRC) (2004) states that human

rights cannot be limited with "no bona fide justification", adding that, "the burden of

proof shifts to the party seeking to limit the human right in question to prove that it can

be justified". As such, although the current government in power made arguments against

same-sex unions (based on their traditional definition of marriage), they ultimately failed

to provide the burden of proof needed to "justify barring same-sex couples fi"om civil

marriage" (CHRC, 2004, No Bona Fide Justification for Barring Same-Sex Marriages).

A Closeted Proponent of the Traditional Family?

Thus, I am inclined to ask:

Did/Could Prime Minister Stephen Harper's traditional/Conservative/fundamental(ist)

opinion on same-sex marriage change since 1995? Did he sit his Conservative party

leaders down to discuss the way traditional/Conservative/fundamental(ist)

constructions of the family alienate the majority of Canadian families? Had he

convinced the current dominant Conservative party to change their worid-view,

thereby, influence the governmental alteration of the census definition of the family?

Or, was it the failure to justify a ban on same-sex unions that ultimately prompted the

governmental change of Statistics Canada's census family definition?

Is it possible that the Canadian government could not "hold back" from altering the

census family definition any longer (but that their internal fundamental(ist) worid-

views have not faltered)?

As such, has Prime Minister Stephen Harper become one of many traditional.

Conservative, fundamental(ist)'s who are left little choice but to be closeted

proponents of the traditional nuclear family form?
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Ultimate Favourtism ofNuclear Family Form

Despite the overt alteration to the Canadian government's definition of the family,

there are still overt and covert instances of family form discrimination, which effectually

undermine these inclusive efforts. Until very recently, only minimal analysis or research

attention has been dedicated to instances of overt and covert family form discrimination

(Ontario Human Rights Commission (OHRC), 2007). In March 2007, however, the

OHRC released a report on family form discrimination that discusses a wide range of

overt instances, and touches on the notion of covert examples.

Overt Discrimination

Overt instances of family form discrimination "generally arise from negative

attitudes and biases" that are "deeply embedded in our society" and may "affect an

individual's access to services, employment and housing" (OHRC, 2007, p. 17). Most

relevant example to the present discussion is related to the Canadian government's census

definition of family. The OHRC (2007) recognizes the government's omission of a "full

range of relationships that most would consider familial''*" from the census family

definition (p. 9). The government considers these unrecognized family relations to be

"chosen families", and therefore, they negate the ability to file complaints of family form

discrimination. The following example taken directly from the report reveals a real-life

scenario of overt family form discrimination:

When a single mother has difficulty caring for her two young children because of

her economic circumstances, her cousins offer to take them until she is back on

her feet. When that couple attempts to find rental housing that will accommodate

'* OHRC (2007) says that the Canadian government ignores certain non-traditional families

"including relationships with siblings, or with members of the extended family, such as grandparents and

grandchildren, aunts and uncles, nieces and nephews, and cousins. . . as well as the diverse forms of support

networks developed by persons with disabilities" <p. 9).
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these two young children, a landlord turns them away on the basis that this is an

"adult-oriented building". (OHRC, 2007, p. 10)

Other overt instances of family form discrimination revealed by the OHRC (2007)

are direct manifestations of negative attitudes, stereotypes and biases. The attitudes

regarding various family forms, for instance, spawn "disapproval of lone parent families,

foster families, families with large numbers of children, or families headed by LGBT*'

persons [which] may result in negative treatment" (OHRC, 2007, p. 18). Moreover, the

stereotypes about "persons with disabilities, or about individuals who are LGBT may

dictate that these persons do not have the capacity to parent well, and should not be

responsible for children" (OHRC, 2007, p. 18). Overall, the above examples are seen as

overt instances of family form discrimination based on a bias toward the nuclear family

form.

Covert Discrimination

On the other hand, covert instances of family form discrimination are extremely

difficult to detect, because "individual acts themselves may be ambiguous or explained

away" by the perpetrators (OHRC, 2007, p. 19). Another reason that covert is difficult to

identify is because "it is not necessary for language or comments related to family status

to be present in the interactions between the parties to demonstrate that discrimination

has occurred" (OHRC, 2007, p. 19). The OHRC (2007) report illustrates a real-life

scenario that may be indicative of covert family form discrimination:

When a woman returns to work after the birth of her first child, she notices that

her career, which had seemed to be on a 'fast-track', now appears to have stalled.

She is given smaller and less important projects to manage, and is passed over for

several training opportunities. When she asks about a promotional opportunity.

'' LGBT is an acronym used by the OHRC (2007) to represent lesbian, gay, bi-sexual, or

transgendered persons (p. 8).
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her manager tries to discourage her, stating that the job requires 'super-

dedication' and 'killer-hours'. (OHRC, 2007, p. 19)

The OHRC (2007) goes on to state, without conducting a more thorough

examination of all the surrounding circumstances, "it can be difficult to determine

whether subtle discrimination is indeed a factor in such situations" (p. 19). Such an

investigation would have to involve an "analysis that examines the context, including the

presence of comparative evidence contrasting how others were treated, or evidence that a

pattern ofbehaviour exists" (OHRC, 2007, p. 19). Difficulty in identifying and

investigating covert instances of family form discrimination, leads to a deep and

unrecognized entrenchment of family form discrimination in the social body. To begin

remediating this entrenchment, the OHRC (2007) propose an amendment to the Human

Rights Code to "recognize the broad spectrum of family types", which would alter the

discriminatory practices oisome "employers, housing providers, and service providers"

(OHRC, 2007, p. 9).

Overall, the discussion of the above report is relevant to this thesis for two

reasons. First, it signifies a positive step towards an acceptance ofpreviously

unrecognized family forms, because it is the "the first time that human rights issues

related to family status have been explored in depth" (OHRC, 2007, p. 5). Second, the

report reveals what I suspected, that despite positive steps toward the acceptance of all

family forms, overt and covert discrimination against non-traditional family forms does

persist, hi other words, this OHRC report indicates to me that society still favours the

nuclear family forms as the normal and traditional ideal.

In order to help break apart the inconsistencies between how the Canadian

government and the grand social body defines and actually treats the family (as
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seemingly more inclusive and accepting), I return to the theoretical perspective(s) of

Deleuze and Guattari. More specifically, I revisit their theoretical notions ofmapping and

tracing, but here, I pay careful attention to the tracing.

Deleuze and Guattari 's Concept ofTracing

Despite the fact that Deleuze and Guattari's (1987) concepts ofthe map and the

tracing are related, it would be a misconception to say that the "tracing reproduces the

map" (p. 13). Instead, the authors liken the tracing to:

a photograph or X ray that begins by selecting or isolating, by artificial means
such as colourations or other restrictive procedures, what it intends to reproduce

[fi-om the map]. (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p.l3)

In other words, the tracing is lifted selectively fi-om the map, in a way that

produces something very specific, stable, and organized. The tracing can be one of any

number of specific translations that can be extracted from the map. In fact, Deleuze and

Guattari (1987) continue to describe the tracing as some 'thing' that has:

already translated the map into an image. . . It has organized, stabilized, neutrilized

the multiplicities according to the axes of significance and subjectification

belonging to it. (p. 13)

Overall, Deleuze and Guattari's notion of tracing can be likened to ready-made

concepts of "the family", in particular, the notion of the nuclear family as the ideal

tracing/image of the family. As a tracing extracted from the map of "the family", the

nuclear structure is specifically isolated by a certain set of restrictive conditions that are

not modifiable, that is, it must be two biological parents and their offspring. In other

words, it is exclusive, either you are in a nuclear family form, or you are not.
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The Family Tracing I Live By?

Although I can't be absolutely sure - I can say that the tracing I lived by was
probably the family I found myself born into: the nuclear family form.

I was the first born ofmy biological parents, who welcomed me to a big, warm,
brick house in Sarnia Ontario in late March 1978. 1 certainly was born into what
society deemed the natural, normal, and ideal family structure.

My earliest memories - firmly embedded with(in) this family structure - are

images ofmy mother, father, and eventually my new baby brother who arrived in

early October 1980. By all accounts, I was living with(in) the lived by "dream", at

least for the first seven years ofmy life.

Tracings, Deleuze and Guattari (1987) explain, are associated with a level of

competence. As such, tracing can be harmful because they tend to dominate and negate

all other possible tracings from the map (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). Relating this to the

concept of family, idealizing the nuclear family tracing is harmful because it defaults all

other notions ofwhat a family can be as "less ideal".

A family's competence is, therefore, measured by alignment to the ideal tracing.

Either the tracing is matched perfectly and competency is confirmed, or there is no

match, and competency is questioned. For instance, OHRC (2007) discussed stereotypes

about non-traditional family forms and the notion that they "do not have the capacity to

parent well, and should not be responsible for children" (p. 18).

Deleuze and Guattari (1987) point out the dangerousness of such redundancy,

wherein one tracing of a map continually reproduces itself, and obstructs all other

possible expressions on that map. To illustrate, Deleuze and Guattari (1987) likens a

teacher's language to a tracing because it is possesses a dominating competence. As such,

the language a teacher uses can "upset the local balance of power", thereby over-throwing
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a child's own set of existing semiotic systems (such as, "gestural, memetic, ludic")

(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 15). In other words, the language of the teacher negates the

child's own language processes through the sheer dominance of its tracing and related

competency.

'^"^ In the context of the family, the nuclear family ideal is the tracing that is

perpetuated by the dominant discourses of our time (case in point, psychological

discourse) and the "competent" language of their undaunted/relentless proponents

(Deleuze & Guattari, 1 987). Thus, as long as dominant discourses are deemed competent

and authoritative in our opinions of the family, the tracing of the nuclear family as ideal,

will also continue to upset the balance ofpower and negate all other forms of family.

Put in Deleuze and Guattari (1987) terms, ifwe allow tracings ofdominant

competence (for example, psychology as an "arborescent culture") to grow into "trees,

roots, and radicles" in our brains, we are disallowing our brains to be adventitious or

rhizomorphous in thought. "Thought", Deleuze and Guattari affirm, "is not [meant to be]

arborescent" (Deleuze «& Guattari, 1987, p. 15). That is, despite what we have been told,

our brains are not a continuous neuronic and dendritic fabric, or "rooted or ramified

matter", rather, the brain is naturally discontinuous/uncertain as a nervous system as

messages make leaps across fissures in a probablistic manner (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987,

p. 15).

The brain, however, is meant to be a "multiplicity immersed in its plane of

consistency or neurolgia", or in arborescent terms, the brain is naturally "much more a

grass than a tree" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 15). As Deleuze and Guattari (1987)

point out, however, most "people have a tree growing in their heads" and sadly, this
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indicates their inclination for arborescent hierarchical structures of Power, which subjects

them to pre-established destinies.

Upon first reading this, however, I thought that the notion of the brain growing

tiny grass, as opposed to a large tree, seemed to a negative alternative. But what Deleuze

arid Guattari (1987) are actually suggesting is that the brain is capable ofmuch more than

we allow! When they illustrate our brains as growing grass, they are describing freedom

of thought, that is, a multiplicity of thought. When they illustrate our brain as growing a

tree, they are describing how many people chose to prescribe to the homogeneity of

dominant thought. Thus, Deleuze and Guattari (1987) cry:

We're tired of trees. We should stop believing in trees, roots, and radicles.

They've made us suffer too much. All of arborescent culture is founded on them.

(P.15)

Therefore, to believe in the nuclear family as the ideal family tracing is to allow

dominant arborescent culture to take root, and proliferate into a harmful tree in the brain.

Ultimately, to allow this to occur is to go against the brains natural propensity to

multiplicity in thought. In other words, to allow the nuclear family tracing to pervade our

minds, is not unlike treating our brains like a frozen Etch-A-Sketch'^.

A Limb Separated from the Internal Family Tree

Deleuze and Guattari's analogy of the tracing growing a tree in our brains, suits the

discussion of family. If one imagines the tracing as an ideal "family tree" in our

mind, then each limb represents the ideal family relations of mother, father, and

their growing offspring.

'* An Etch-A-Sketch is a "thick, flat gray screen in a plastic frame, and is equipped with two

knobs on the front of the frame in the lower comers. The knobs move a stylus that displaces aluminium

powder on the back of the screen, leaving a dark line as the stylus is moved. The knobs can thus be used to

create lineographic images. One knob moves the stylus horizontally, and the other vertically" (Etch-A-

Sketch, 2008).
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Just as the human body has an ideal pre-destined form, that is, to have four limbs

(two arms and two legs), the pre-traced family ideal also comprises of an ideal and
normative set of biological elements. As such, what really happened inside ofme
was an internal loss/injury. I had lost a limb from my internalized family tree.

When people lose a physical limb from their body, one marvels how they ever bore

the excruciating pain of the injury. Then you're told of the body's natural defence

to place the person into a state of shock - essentially dulling the bodily sensation

of pain for a period of time. I suggest that a similar dulling process happens for

children, post-traumatic severances of internalized family tree limbs.

Don't get me wrong, I certainly felt like a limb had been ripped off. But I was in

shock. I didn't feel the effects of the loss right away. Of course, the limb to which I

am referring to was my biological father. And the remaining family tree was no
longer a whole representation of the ideal family tracing. But 1 gripped to its after-

image so tightly in my minds eye - I could not yet let go of it.

I wonder if it is the same for other children whose internal family tracing is no
longer whole because of a parent's choice to leave. I wonder how I, or any other

child in the same situation, could renegotiate their internalized family tracing.

And by renegotiate - I mean let go of the ready-made tracing to more readily

accommodate the new mappings of family?

To conclude this section on Deleuze and Guattari's theoretical notions ofmapping

and tracing, I offer the following hypotheses. I argue that Statistic Canada's census

family definition is not a map, but is one tracing of family. It cannot be considered a map

of family, because it does not capture the multiplicity of family and its past, present and

future realities. At best, I contend that Statistics Canada's census family definition is

more of an attempted map of family because it does encompass multiple lived

expressions or performances of family.

Statistics Canada's definition can be considered a tracing, however, because it is

represents what Canada deems the ready-made family definition linked intimately to a

level of competence. The Statistics Canada's family ti-acing, however, does not represent
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the family we ULTIMATELY favour as the ideal family tracing as evident through overt

and covert family form discrimination. As such, despite the Canadian government's

attempt at mapping a more inclusive definition of family, I argue that a family's

competency is still determined solely by their structure. More specifically, a family's

competency is judged on the basis of matching the ideal tracing of the nuclear family

form.

Recall Gillis' (1996) differentiation between the family we live with (our own

lived family) and the family we live by (the family we think we should be living).

Deleuze and Guattari's (1987) concepts ofmapping and tracing infer a similar distinction

between how we would like-to-think-that-we-think about families (that is, accepting of

the map of infinite lived expressions of the family), and how we actually do think and

treat families (ultimately, living by the tracing of nuclear family ideal and penalizing

those who do not fit). Additionally, this is not unlike Parker's (1997) notion of the

dominant family image which exists in our mind regardless of whether we have lived it

or not (i.e., the nuclear family exists as an image in our minds as the ideal structure).

Give me Something to Be(live) in...

There is a pre-traced destiny we all ascribe, despite what kind of family we're born

into. Similar to the pre-traced destiny of our physical body to have four limbs ^that

is, two perfectly formed legs and a proportionate pair ofarms) we are equally

surrounded by a pre-traced image of a perfectly formed family (in the form of, two

biological parents and their jointly formed offspring).

Thus, I do not believe that I could have consciously chosen the pre-traced family I

lived by, anymore than I could have chosen the pre-traced destiny ofmy physical

body. It was chosen for me by the surrounding socio-historical/cultural

nexus/world. Although I was born into the normative ideal family structure, I

believe it would have been chosen for me regardless. Overall, the pre-traced family
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ideal became a part ofmy being two-fold: first by being born into it and second by
living in a world that favoured it.

The family I lived by was intimately synchronized with what was considered

'normal' in the world around me. It infested my neighbourhood, grocery store,

library, school, church, and plastered its image throughout my reading materials

and on the television that permeated my young mind.

Any exceptions to the rule were regarded as the unfortunate, the abnormal, or the

family who lacks. Similar to when a physical body lacks a limb and it no longer fits

the pre-traced normative ideal, a family that lacks an integral limb from their pre-

traced family tree, is also considered abnormal. Feelings of lack, breeds a need for

assimilation.

One wants to fit in, one dreams of, one aches for, phantom limbs...

Overall, what the above theorists are trying to convey, is that we all live by the

nuclear family ideal which forms a tracing (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987), or alternatively, a

dominant image (Parker, 1 997) in our internal minds eye. To understand the ramifications

of internalizing this tracing or image within families, I tum to the clinical perspectives of

R.D. Laing.

R.D. Laing: The Internalized Family

Similar to the above theorists, Laing notes a distinction between our lived with

family and the internalized lived by family. What distinguishes Laing from the other

theorists, however, is his closer position as a psychiatrist, to the realm of family

therapeutic practice. From this practical viewpoint, Laing witnessed and wrote about the

1 7

collusion and ramifications of these two families and their distinct sets of relations .

Therefore, his perspective addresses what can happen to a family's sense of synthesis or

" Each notion of family, internalized and lived, have sets of relations comprised of "elements and

relations between elements" (Laing, 1969, p. 117). Elements are the "persons, things, or part-objects"

(Laing, 1969, p. 4). These defmitions of elements and relations will be reiterated and discussed in more

detail below.
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integrity when there are discrepancies between the relational set of the internal family

they live by (i.e., tracing or image), and that expressed in the family they live with.

Family as Internalized System

Laing (1969) states that "the family as a system is internalized" (p. 4). In this

sense, the internalized family is made up of "[rjelations and operations between elements

and sets of elements" (Laing, 1969, p. 4). Elements are "persons, things, or part-objects"

and internalized are the relations and operations that occur between them (Laing, 1969, p.

4). For instance, "[pjarents are internalized as close or apart, together or separate, near or

distant, loving, fighting, etc., each other and self (Laing, 1969, p. 4). Overall, Laing

(1969) points out that "what is internalized are not objects as such but patterns of

1 ft

relationship by internal operations upon which a person develops an incarnate group

structure" (p. 8).

Words fail me, feelings impale me...

Tell me, how do you feel about your father leaving? As a seven year old, what

words could I have possibly articulated to match my anguish? I question, even to

this day, whether such trauma can ever be adequately captured in words alone.

What conjured are bodily sensations - more so than words - what feels like aches

behind my eyes, drawing them down to my feet; and pangs in my heart, lurching it

back into my spine. Unnatural feelings.

On the other hand, art seemed to have been an outlet for me. Through my
childhood drawings, I found evidence that I was acutely aware of formational

changes occurring in my lived with family. But, what do my childhood art pieces

say about the state ofmy internal lived by family tracing? I had not yet let go.

' The lived with family.





59

:9o

J

u/

u-.

/-,

np

h'
V/

/ / "\

v^

To Dad Daddy
I love you

I no [know] you love me
So don't worry

Oh some
times

I miss
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Laing used various synonyms to refer to the internalized family, for instance, in

his second book Selfand Others (1961), he refers to the internalized family as a shared

social phantasy. By using this different, yet synonymous, language, Laing (1961)

effectually highlights the transcendental "need [of family members] to find [a shared]
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pseudo-real experience. . .found only throu^ the modality ofphantasy" (p. 24).

Moreover, he continues to state that "the normal state of affairs is to be so immersed in

one's immersion in social phantasy systems that one takes them to be real" (1961, p. 23).

As such, he concludes that "the family is not experienced as the modality of phantasy but

as ^reality'" (Laing, 1961, p. 24). In fact, Laing (1961) contends that we never realize we

are part of a social phantasy system, nor do we ever think of "extricating ourselves" (p.

24). On the other hand, we do "tolerate, punish, or treat as harmless, bad, or mad those

who [do] try to extricate themselves [from the shared internal lived by family], and tell us

that we should also" (1961, p. 25). Before I directly address disruptions in family

synthesis more deeply, however, I ask: How is family synthesis felt and maintained?

Family Membership/Belonging as a Feeling

According to Laing (1 969), family members^ee/ a sense of

membership/belonging to the degree that "they feel themselves to have the family inside

themselves and to be inside the set of relations characterizing the internal family of other

members of the family" (p. 4). More succinctly, each member's identity "rests on a

shared [internalized] family inside the others" (Laing, 1969, p. 13). In other words, each

family member feels secure in the family to the degree they imagine the other family

members to share their same internalized family.

Laing (1969) acknowledges that sharing may be real or imagined, because "/(/o

be in the samefamily is tofeel the same family ' inside" (italics in original, p. 13). In

other words, the sharing of the internalized family can be real (where an actual consensus

exists) or imagined (where discrepancies exist but are not perceived). In another context,

Laing (1969) observes that, "[b]etween truth and lie are images and ideals we imagine
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and think are real, that paralyse our imagination and our thinking in our efforts to

conserve them" (p. 77). Thus, as long as family members at least think/imagine that they

share the same internalized family, a secure structure is perceived and integrity is

maintained.

-- ' To maintain the internalized family structure, Laing (1969) observes that "[e]ach

generation projects onto the next" what had been ''projected onto it by prior generations",

"induced in it by prior generations", and finally, "its response to this projection and

induction" (p. 77). Whereas, the process of internalization means "to map'^ 'outer' onto

'inner'" , re-projection involves the opposite transaction (that is, the inner onto the

outer) (Laing, 1969, p. x). Laing (1969) observes that when we re-project, we are

superimposing "one set of relations" (for example, the internalized lived by family) "onto

another" (for instance, our lived with family) and "the two sets may match more or less"

(p. 9). As such, we re-project our internalized family (the idealized Western nuclear

family form) and its prescriptive sets of relations onto our own lived with family, arid the

feeling ofbelongingness relates to the degree they match.

When you Can't Fake it...

When I lived with{m) it, I never questioned my lived by socio-historical/cultural

normative tracing of family. Nor did I start to question it when I no longer lived

with (in) it.

For this, I am not surprised; after all, it is rare enough that an adult questions

inborn tracings of socio-historical and cultural norms, and prescribed societal

expectations. These norms are more often than not subscribed unconsciously, and

without any further rumination.

" In this instance, map is not to be read in the Deleuze and Guattari (1987) sense of the word.

^" "Outer" nuclear family is idealized, psychologized, and thus internalized onto the "inner".
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Perhaps questioning the ideal family tracing may have been helpful for me to

renegotiate new mappings of family? Could I have felt less alienated and alone if I

were made aware ofmy unoriginal situation (that others were also experiencing

the same transition)?

But instead, I fully accepted and played my role in the part of a broken family. Part

of a family that was considered lesser than, by the dominant social body.

It was 1985, and most ofmy friends - no, scratch that - all ofmy friends remained

"blessedly" part of the ideal family: two biological parents who still lived together!

My immediate surroundings dictated that normalcy was the nuclear family.

Had I been attending a school with a less biased representation/sampling of the

world's families, a school other than the Cambridge Christian School, I may have

felt like less of a freak.

Certainly, the historical time (mid 1980s) was not remiss of family divorce. Yet, by

a stroke of (bad) luck, I happened to be immersed within a bubble of family form

homogeneity, wherein all my fellow peers were part of families uniformly nuclear

in structure.

For most children, it is important to fit in with your peers, at every level. And so,

my aim was to fit in with my fellow peers, the very best I could.

Sharing with friends the same tastes in clothing and music was relatively

important to me, but if I didn't completely meld to their tastes in music, I knew I

could always fake it. For instance, outwardly, I told my friends, "I love Debbie

Gibson"! But inwardly, I felt that Tiffany held more clout and touted considerably

more talent.

The point being, that if one hopes or wishes to fit in, there are aspects that one can

fake. I had a level of control over this aspect/realm of assimilation. On the other

hand, sharing the same family structure is something over and above that which

children have any control over. Family structure is something that a child cannot

fake. Indeed, sharing the same family structure as the majority ofmy fellow peers

was a lost cause for me.

Sure, I could have lied to my fellow peers about my family's "state of affairs"

(pardon the pun). However, given the particularly prominent, and not to mention

visual, presence that one's family members have over the course of childhood, a lie

of this magnitude would require nothing short of an epic theatrical production!
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WANTED: An Actor to Play the Part ofmy Father

WANTED: an actor to play the part ofmy biological father (must be a Tom Selleck

doppelganger) to counteract the lived reality that I am part of a single-parent

family structure, headed by my biological mother.

Your role as my fake actor Dad is needed immediately, in order for me to appear
part of a "normal" and "ideal" family.

You must be available to fulfill a number of duties that I see my friend's fathers

fulfilling.

First, you should be present at the most crucial social events such as parent-

teacher nights, birthday parties, and choir assemblies.

Second, your signature (or in this case, your autograph?) must accompany my
mother's on various childhood records, such as assignments and report cards.

Third, on occasion, your presence is needed to drop me off (or pick me up) fi-om

school or a friend's house.

Finally, it is imperative that you come to my apartment and to answer the door

(perhaps wearing something totally embarrassing?), and of course to answer the

occasional phone call from my friends.

Overall, your valuable appearances as my actor father will afford me, at very least,

the same appearance of family normalcy afforded to my peers.

Auto(biological) Normalcy

I was tempted to say, "enjoyed" by my peers, but then reconsidered. I thought

about whether or not they are actually aware of their so-called ideological family

position. When I look back to when I was part of a nuclear family, I do not recall

"enjoying" a feeling normalcy. Nor do I think I was cognizant of the automatic

degree of social acceptance I was afforded as part of a biologically complete set of

family members. Why would I?

What I am trying to convey, is that the ideal family tracing does not require

additional actors to fill in the gaps. It is a biological whole!

And despite of fiinctionality, the nuclear family will always be considered "more

normal" and "more ideal" when compared with any other family structure.

Consider, for instance, that a nuclear family struggling pnvate/y with abuse, for

example, will always appear more "ideal" and "normal", versus a non-nuclear

family who is not struggling with issues such as abuse.

It remains to be said, however, whether Laing was referring to the Western

nuclear family ideal as he discussed the notion of an internalized family? In other words,
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as he spoke about the shared social phantasy, was he implying a shared social

internalization of the nuclear family structure?

Laing and the Family Ideal

In his book called, R.D. Laing: The Philosophy and Politics ofPsychotherapy,

Andrew Collier^' (1977) provides a brief analysis regarding Laing's implicit critique on

the nuclear family structure. The key observation that Collier (1977) makes about Laing

is that he was first and foremost a practitioner, not a politician^"^. Having said that. Collier

contends, although Laing recognized that the nuclear family effectively "frustrates

people's desires and limits their possibilities"^', it was not his priority to change capitalist

society's dependence upon or propensity for it (Collier, 1977, p. 125). In the following

quote, Collier (1977) illustrates Laing's dilemma as a practitioner in the therapeutic

context:

\f discrepancies between familial and societal norms are, in many cases, involved

in the production of schizophrenia, it will not be a simple matter of taking sides

with the patient against all comers, but possibly of taking sides with those

elements in the patient which would make for a satisfying life in the wider world,

against those elements in the patient which would keep him or her trapped within

the confines of the family. (Collier, 1977, p. 130, italics in original)

In other words, as a practitioner, Laing was often faced the dilemma of either

taking the side of the patient no matter what, encouraging a patient to submit to the

expectations of the family, or promoting those elements in the patient that would

encourage a happier life in the world. Hence, Collier (1977) proposes that Laing did

recognized the harm in investing all normality within the nuclear family ideal, because he

^' See Collier's (1977) book, R.D. Laing: The philosophy and politics ofpsychotherapy, for the in

depth analysis in chapter four entitled The Contradictions ofthe Family (pp. 122-138).

^^ Others describe Laing in the exact opposite light. For instance, in the book The Radical

Therapist: Therapy Means Change not Adjustment, Claude Steiner (1974) describes Laing as radical in his

politics but conservative in his psychiatric practice.
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was first and foremost "a psychoanalyst, [and] not a political leader" which means that

his approach to strained families does not involve political action (p. 137).

Given the state of dominant culture and the expectations of the family, Laing was

often forced to place the "burden of responsibility squarely on the shoulders of

individuals" in the name of his client's best interests (p. 123). Collier (1977) describes

how Laing may have determined the best course of practice:

if the kind of family best suited to our civilization is destructive of the happiness

of individuals, it is the individual that must adapt, not civilization that must be

changed, and hence that the requisite reform of the family must consist in

individuals adapting to their roles of mother, father and child, (p. 123)

Overall, Laing was not entirely explicit of his feelings regarding how political

change could help the family. Sufficed to say, Laing differs greatly fi-om Franco

Basaglia who set forth boldly "wedding psychiatry to a political praxis" in his radical

work in order to de-stigmatize and de-institutionalize patients in Italy (Lovell & Scheper-

Hughes, 1987, p. 3). But this is not to say that Laing negated "the possibility that human

beings have far greater potentialities than are allowed to develop by the conditioning

process imposed by the contemporary society" (Collier, 1977, p. 137). In fact, Collier

(1977) does indicate that Laing felt the study of "ill effects of the social structures on the

individual should remain open towards the politics which could transform these

structures" (p. 137).

I have chosen to add Laing' s perspective to the realm of this thesis because he

extracts the role of the individual (as members of the family) in the dominant culture's

propensity and idealism of the nuclear family structure. In other words, Laing highlights

^* See Lovell and Scheper-Hughes (1987) for their edited book of writings by Franco Basaglia,

and a remarkable account of his anti-institutional and anti-psychiatry work, called Psychiatry Inside Out:

Selected Writings ofFranco Basaglia.
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attended to the way individual members of the family can be just as (if not more) harmful

to each other, than the dominant culture. Overall, Laing focused more heavily internal

family processes of domination, than on external societal processes, bringing to light how

disruptions in family synthesis, can lead to the transpersonal defence process called

mystification.

Disruption in Family Synthesis

Laing (1969) describes how the shared family synthesis, among and between

family members, is constantly undergoing an unconscious comparative process. My

question for Laing in this thesis is: What happens when two sets of relational

expectations do not match among, or between, family members?

Overall, he states that a mismatch of the shared family synthesis among or

between family members only becomes problematic when members actually perceive a

mismatch (Laing, 1969). To put this phenomenon into the terms of this thesis, Laing is

essentially describing a mismatch among and/or between the family members

internalized lived by notions of the family. For example, my internalized lived by notion

of our family is different from my brother's internalized lived by notion of our family.

Moreover, Laing suggests that problems will arise only when a mismatch of internal

family conceptualizations arefelt by the members of the family. For instance, I may not

feel any indication that my conceptions of the internal lived by family differs from that of

my brother's, and vice versa.
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A Common, but Different, Loss of Limb

When my stepfather was seven years old, his biological father was killed instantly

in an industrial accident. He did not talk about this event - but on this day - he
did.

In my early teenage years, I was struggling to come to terms with my biological

father's distance in location and emotions. His continued existence in my life was
maintained primarily through random gifts and telephone calls. Of course I was
grateful for his efforts, but I simultaneously longed for remnants of the previous

existing relationship. I was longing for the family synthesis we once shared, despite

knowing that it was no longer possible.

Sharing these confusing feelings with my stepfather, I intended to (by comparison)

convey that I appreciated his more substantial presence in my life. I think he

already knew of his positive contribution to my life, and instead changed the

course of the conversation by opening up himself

He said something like, "We have something in common you know..."

I remember that his voice became different as he changed his manner of speaking.

It was slow, deliberate, and quiet.

He then continued to say that "We both lost our fathers when we were seven years

old".

It was uncharacteristic for him to open up and speak so sensitively, not to

mention, he had never talked to me about his father's death. I appreciated it, but

the unfamiliarity of the conversation took me by surprise.

Still a little stunned, I was unsure of how to react. All I could muster was, "I

know..." with my eyes looking straight ahead.

He stopped the car and continued to say something like, "I heard somewhere that

the death of a parent is easier for a child to recover from, than a divorce or

separation - and 1 think that's true. When my father died, I was sad but I was able

to move on. For you, your father is still out there, and it has probably made it

harder for you to move on".

And there it was, what I had felt deep inside, vocalized out loud. But all I could say

was, "Yeah, you could be right".

I was ashamed. How could I admit something so horrible? That there was a part of

me that wanted the limb to have fallen away forever!
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Instead I am haunted by the dull ache of a distant limb: an offshoot from the

original family tree tracing that is still connected by energy-sucking roots.

Laing (1969) states that the internalized family "becomes a medium to link its

members, whose links with one another may otherwise be very attenuated" (pp. 13-14).

Moreover, the lived with family mayfeel the shared internalized lived by family as "the

whole world" (Laing, 1969, p. 14). As such, any notion of a family member wanting to

break away is distressing to the remaining family members.

To illustrate the thought-processes behind the distress, Laing (1969) refers to

some parents who "cannot allow children to break the [internalized lived by] 'family'

down within themselves, if that is what they want to do, because this is felt as the

breakup of the family, and then where will it end?" (p. 13). In other words, "[t]o destroy

the [internalized lived by] 'family' may be experienced as worse than murder or more

selfish than suicide. 'It would be to destroy my parents' world and felt as such by the

parents. And what the parents do may be experienced by the children as shattering if it

breaks up the [internalized lived by] 'family' as well as the [lived with] family" (Laing

1969, p. 14).

Gone by Choice

Looking back, there were early clues that he was pulling away from the family

tracing. But on that day - after what we saw, and the words that she spoke as she

frantically opened and closed the kitchen cupboards - I knew it would not be long

now...

Some call it precociousness - I chalk it up to first hand observation - but I

understood. I knew that he was leaving by choice, and once he left, he would be

gone for good.
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I remember his presence, the smell of his cologne, his cheerful voice, his silly

laugh, his big hands holding mine, his arms swinging me around as we danced, his

eyes watching proudly as I read my books and rode my bike with two wheels for

the first time...

Would it have been easier to remember just these things - had they remained

untouched by the events that followed his tearing away?

When I close my eyes, would his after-image appear more like my father and as

opposed to an off-shooting limb whose intermittent appearances effectually

remind me ofwhat I lost.

What I lost not from death, but by virtue of choice, his choice.

Was it that he left by choice that was so difficult to accept? Is the death of a parent

really easier for children in the long run?

Given the distress felt, it is not surprising that these perceptions of family

destruction are held, despite whether or not the intent, or motivation, of a dissenting

family member was malicious (Laing, 1 969). Consequently, what are the options for a

family member who becomes so dissatisfied with the shared internalized lived by family

that they see no alternative to leaving or dissolving it within themselves?

Laing (1969) observes that the dissenting family member is faced with several

dilemmas: "If I do not destroy the [internalized lived by] 'family', the [internalized lived

by] 'family' will destroy me. I cannot destroy the [internalized lived by] 'family' in

myself without destroying 'it' in them. Feeling themselves endangered, will they destroy

me?" (Laing, 1969, p. 14). As such, the preservation of the intemalized lived by family is

"equated with the preservation of the self and world" whilst "the dissolution of the

[intemalized lived by] 'family' inside another is equated with death of self and world-
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collapse" (Laing, 1969, p. 14). As such, self-sacrifice for the preservation of the shared

internalized lived by family is seen as an essential (unspoken/non-selfish?) expectation.

Mystification: A Transpersonal Defence

In order to maintain a level of perceived family synthesis, it is common for

members to engage in what Laing refers to as transpersonal defence processes.

Transpersonal defences differ from the (more well-known) psychoanalytic intrapersonal

defence mechanisms such as "introjection", "denial", "repression" (Laing, 1969, p. 12).

Whereas intrapersonal defences are "-what a person does to himself\ transpersonal

defences are instances where the "self attempts to regulate the inner life ofthe other in

order to preserve his own" (Laing, 1969, pp. 12-13, italics in original). That is to say, "I

act not only on myself, I can act upon you. And you act not only on yourself, you act

upon me" (Laing, 1967, p. 18). In other words, family members "act on the 'inner'

worlds of others to preserve their own inner worlds" (Laing, 1969, p. 13).

Laing (1969) recognizes these attempts to ''regulate the inner life ofthe other''' as

nothing short of persecution (p. 13, italics in original), adding further that "[p]eople are

doing such things to each other all the time" and it "is not unusual" (Laing, 1967, p. 19).

But how do these attempts manifest? Laing (1967) observes that "in order for

transpersonal invalidation to work. . .it is advisable to overlay it with a thick patina of

mystification^^" (p. 19).

Mystification, as Laing (1965) defines it, is "both the act ofmystifying and the

state ofbeing mystified" (Tj 5) and its "prime fiinction. . .appears to be to maintain the

status quo" when:

25
Laing (1969) defines mystification as simply: "Misdefinition of the issues" (p. 96).
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one or more members of the family nexus threaten, or are felt to threaten, the

status quo of the nexus by the way they are experiencing, and acting in, the

situation they share with the other members of the family. (Laing, 1965, J 46)

What does it look like when one attempts transpersonal manipulation on another?

To mystify, Laing (1965) says, "is to befuddle, cloud, obscure, mask whatever is

going on, whether this be experience, action, or process, or whatever is "the issue"" (^ 6).

Successful mystification "induces confusion in the sense that there is a failure to see what

is "really" being experienced, or being done, or going on, and failure to distinguish or

discriminate the actual issues" (^ 6).

For instance, mystification may be attempted to "maintain stereotyped roles. . .and

to fit other people into a preset mold" (Tl 47). In such a case, "[p]arents may struggle to

preserve their own integration by maintaining their rigid preconceptions about who they

ought to be, who their children are and ought to be, and the nature of the situation that

characterizes family life" (^ 47). Laing (1965) further describes that mystification can be

used to befuddle "what rights and obligations each person in the family has in respect of

the others" through the following scenario:

a boy of fourteen tells his parents he is unhappy, and they reply:

But you can't be unhappy. Haven't we given you everything you want? How can

you be so ungrateful as to say you are unhappy after all that has been done for

you, after all the sacrifices that have been made for you? (^18-19)

In this illustration, mystification is used "in such a way that one person [the boy]

is under an obligation to the others [the parents] to experience, or not to experience,

himself, them, his world or any aspect of it, in a particular way", and the question then

becomes, "has the boy a right to be unhappy, or must he be happy because if he is not he

is being ungratefiil?" (Laing, 1965, 1 20).
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The state of mystification is difficult to explain, because it "is possibly, though

not necessarily, a feeling of being muddled or confused" (Laing, 1965, ^j 7). In other

words, one is mystified, but may not actually feel the confusion because they have been

mystified from perceiving the act of mystification (Laing, 1965, ][ 8). Moreover, the act

ofmystification (detected or undetected) induces a state of confiision only if it is not

otherwise neutralized in the counteraction of secondary conflicts (Laing, 1965). When

mystification is detected "we are alerted to the presence of a conflict of some kind that is

being evaded" and

[ajlthough one of the functions ofmystification is to avoid authentic conflict, it is

quite common for open conflict to occur in mystifying and mystified families.

The masking effect of mystification may not avoid conflict, although it will cloud

over what the conflict is about. (TI 7)

Mystification is only one ofmany transpersonal actions that "serves the defences,

the security, of the own person" (1965, Tf 36). In fact, Laing (1965) points out that

"[t]here are many kinds of persuasion, coercion, deterrence, whereby the one person

seeks to control, direct, exploit, manipulate tiie behaviour of the other" (^ 37). In an effort

to maintain his or her "interiorization of the group unchanged", other coercive ways

include "by sympathy, blackmail, indebtedness, guilt, gratitude, or naked violence"

(Laing, 1967, p. 58). All of these acts on the other have one element in common, that is to

promote the denial of personal vindication for the betterment of the family synthesis.

Denial of personal un-satisfaction in order to maintain family synthesis is what

Laing (1969) calls the "transpersonal system of collusion" (p. 99). The following

illustration describes how this system of collusion transpires internally:

I am unhappy. I deny I am to myself; I deny I am denying anything to myself and

to the others. They must do the same. I must collude with their denial and

collusion, and they must collude with mine. (p. 99)
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I

It is this transpersonal cycle of self-denial that Laing (1969) emphasizes is

required in order to play the game of "Happy Families" (p. 99). Here are the rules:

So we are a happy family and we have no

secrets from one another.

Ifwe are unhappy/we have to keep it a secret/
--"^ and we are unhappy that we have to keep it a secret

and unhappy that we have to keep secret/the fact/that we
have to keep it a secret

and that we are keeping all that a secret.

But since we are a happy family you can see

this difficulty does not arise.

What would be different?: Part I

What ifmy father had not chosen to leave? What if he had engaged in the

transpersonal act collusion to play the game of happy families? What would be

different?

I could not stop my Dad from leaving, and I was not under the impression that I

could mystify him otherwise. I somehow understood that some things cannot be

amended by sheer determination/mystification.

When mystification fails to hold the family synthesis together and the tracing lived

by can no longer be materialized in the lived with, what is the alternative?
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Chapter Two:

Psychologization of the (Nuclear/Ideal) Family

The family is an unstable construct that is capable of a multiplicity of lived with

expressions over time. Yet, we tend to impose upon our lived with family, the stability of

the lived by nuclear family form. As the internalized social ideal, there is a need to attain,

maintain, assimilate, or at the very least strive for the nuclear family form. But where

does this internalization originate?

It is my contention that the internalized family is imposed upon us through the

dispersal of discourse(s) across the social, necessitating our conformation. Of the many

discourses defining the nuclear family as ideal, I focus on the power ofpsychological

discourse to disperse its particular knowledge about the family, and how it has a profound

effect on how we feel about our lived with family. My aim in this chapter, therefore, is to

delineate the effects of the psychological complex to disperse particular definitions and

expectations of the family through its discourse. Key to understanding this process is a

discussion on discourse, and the ways in which it attains dominance

A Definition of Discourse?

Psychology contributes to the construction and maintenance of the nuclear family

form as the ideal through its discourse. But what exactly is meant by discourse? It is

my aim to read Foucault, determine his definition of discourse, and relate it to the

construction of the ideal family. As simple as that! No, not "As simple as that".

Oh, without explorations gone asunder, where would I be? I have discovered that it is

In a space of sheer confusion and disillusionment, that I eventually experience the

(inter)connections once evading my percept. Until that moment, however, blasts of

information surround me on all angles keeping me in a state of unbalance by the brut

force of their messages. I am engaged in a constant struggle to remain

(semi)standing. In the face of these awkward blasts, my strength could go on

Indefinitely, and I delight in the thought...
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On the other hand, 1 long for the occasional instances where blasts occur

simultaneously. Their force present evenly to my body (either below and above; front

and back; left and right, etcetera). As they collide, they intersect through me, and
connect to my thoughts as an assemblage. It is then/here, previous experiences of

unbalance and limited scope subside, and I can steady my gaze upon the whole
picture.

Eventually the occasion arose that two blasts of thought collided, intersected, and

assembled in me. In a moment of clarity, I realized that Foucault and I analyze our

individual objects of study in a similar way. Just as Foucault tends to oscillate

frequently between describing what is the "reality of discourse" (that is, as a

proliferation of rich and uncontrollable elements), and how society actually treats

discourse (in general, as organized and constrained). I also recognize the reality of

'the family' (as a constellation of people capable of a multiplicity of lived

expressions), and how it is actually treated in society (as either ideal or non-ideal

according to its alignment with the nuclear family form). As such, we both

acknowledge the indefinable true nature of discourse and the family, and are both

concerned about how the social world uses force to constrain them.

All in all, I ceased my quest to find a clear definition of discourse. After all, why shouJd

I impose upon Foucault a (re)definition of discourse, when I myself have never

intended to (re)define the family? On the other hand, I do offer various descriptions

of 'the family', and Foucault (1972) also offers various descriptions of discourse.

Discourse: Described

In Archaeology ofKnowledge, Foucault (1972) describes discourse as "a group of

statements that belong to a single system of formation" (p. 107). This description of

discourse, although concise, captures how society limits discourse into a "finite and

temporally limited" ensemble of statements belonging to the same discursive formation

(Foucault, 1994, p. 400). Discursive formations are the systems of dispersion, that define

regularities "between objects, types of statement, concepts, or thematic choices" in a

given historical and cultural period (Foucault, 1972, p. 38).

Limit yourself to this description of discourse, however, and there is a danger of

misreading Foucault as an invitation to analyze discourse based purely on language and
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textual level (Hook, 2001). Instead, discourse should be approached more as "an active

'occurring', as something that implements power and action, and that also is power and

action" (Hook, 2001 , p. 532).

Hook's perspective on discourse converges nicely with what Foucault (1980)

stated is his main concern, that is, with the how ofpower (p. 31). Foucault (1980) stresses

the intimate, indivisible, and co-dependent relationship between power and discourse in

the following statement:

[I]n a society such as ours. . .there are manifold relations ofpower which

permeate, characterize, and constitute the social body, and these relations of

power cannot themselves be established, consolidated, nor implemented without

the production, accumulation, circulation, and functioning of a discourse, (p. 31)

Thus, by relating the force of the social body to exercise power through discourse,

Foucault (1972) is essentially saying that it is a "violence that we do to things" or "as a

practice we impose upon them" (p. 1 58). How is discourse then donel Foucault insists

that, at their base, discourses are theforms ofpractice imposed on people (as cited by

Hook, 2001, p. 538). As such, discourses are implemented throu^ the power of

discursive practices.

Discursive practices are "rules, systems, and procedures" that essentially provide

"the order of discourse", and there-under, the "conceptual terrain in which knowledge is

formed and produced" (Hook, 2001, p. 522). Power, therefore, is exercised through the

rules of disaxrsWe practices, which constitute and reproduce the social system, by way of

their carefully executed procedures (Hook, 2001). Discursive practices are additionally

thought of as the "sites in institutions like prisons and schools where patterns ofmeaning

are embedded in techniques of discipline, where we are made to act and be in certain

ways" (Parker, 1997, p. 7). It is through discursive practices, therefore, that discourse
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exercises the power to simultaneously form, constrain, produce, and exclude that which

can be written, spoken, or thought (Foucault as cited by Hook, 2001). Indeed, the "effect

of discursive practices is to make it virtually impossible to think outside of them; to be

outside ofthem is, by definition, to be mad, to be beyond comprehension and therefore

reason" (Hook, 2001, p. 522).

Once again, there is a risk of misreading Foucault, but in this instance, as an

invitation to identify discourse as either an effect ofpower translated through text, or

alternatively, as an instrument ofpower for systems of domination (Hook, 2001). Neither

conceptualization, according to Foucault (as cited by Hook, 2001), captures how

discourse is the "thing for which and by which there is a struggle" (p. 539). Power is

neither fixed, nor "apprehended in the meanings and significations of texts", rather, it cdtn

only be "grasped and traced through the analysis of tactical and material relations of

force" (Hook, 2001, p. 530). As such, Foucault seems to be stating that a discourse's very

existence is a becoming, an endless process of struggle for dominance.

Taking pause to recollect my thoughts about power and discourse as the "thing for

which and by which there is a struggle" (Hook, 2001, p. 539), I experience another

moment of clarity. A thought assemblage linked to (my) notions ofmapping and

tracing^^. In particular, I consider how dominant discourse can be likened to the tracing of

the nuclear family. Both are extracted, brought forth by the social body Irom the map of

infinite expression, and each are subsequently engaged in a struggle to attain or maintain

a position of dominance.

^* My notions of mapping and tracing: inspired by the abstract writings of Deleuze and Guattari's

A Thousand Plateaus (\9%1).
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In a similar mode of thought, Hook (2001) states, "[t]o engage critically with

discourse. . .one needs. . .to map^^ discourse, to trace its outline and its relations offeree

across a variety of discursive forms and objects" (p. 541). It is helpful to realize that

discourse often appears in a variety of forms, for instance, as "both [an] instrument and

result of power, as both its antecedent and its offshoot" (Hook, 2001, p. 540). In this way,

one could conceive that the nuclear family ideal appears as both an instrument and a

result of power. One could even speculate that the nuclear family would not exist as an

idealistic instrument, without the power of discourse.

I base this contention on Foucault's observations that the notions of"madness,

disease, delinquency, sexuality, etcetera" are brought/willed into existence by dominant

"regimes of truth" (Foucault, 2008, p. 19). That is, through their governance of

"realities", dominant regimes of truth make "something that does not exist able to

become something" (Foucault, 2008, p. 19). Can we conclude, therefore, that the nuclear

family as ideal is something of a "wicked illusion" (Foucault, 2008)? On the contrary,

Foucault (2008) clarifies that "the something" that dominant regimes of truth make, is not

an illusion at all, rather "it is precisely a set of practices, real practices, which established

it and thus imperiously marks it out in reality" (p. 19, emphasis in original).

The power of these regimes of truth, therefore, cannot be underestimated. After

all, a discourse subsists within them and makes it difficult for individuals to challenge the

"realities" that are constructed around them (Parker, 1997). As such, the various

categories of 'the family' (including the nuclear family ideal and those forms classified

non-ideal) are not illusions, but exist as "reality" through the governance of a regime of

^^ Hook (2001) is not referring to map in the Deleuze and Guattari (1987) sense of the term which

suggests infinite expression. Rather, he is suggesting the opposite, that is, a finite boundary of discourse.
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truth. With the power to form, constrain, produce, and exclude what can be written,

spoken, or thought, discursive practices reinforce classifications of the family through the

meanings embedded in techniques of discipline (Hook, 2001; Parker, 1997).

Overall, Foucault (2008) observes that "the coupling of a set of practices and a

regime of truth form an apparatus of knowledge-power that effectively marks out in

reality that which does not exist" (p. 1 9). Using the term conceptual apparatus (instead of

Foucault's term apparatus of knowledge-power) to describe particular disciplines of

knowledge, Parker (2008) observes how conceptual apparatus, such as psychology or

psychoanalysis:

have a peculiar power in modem society to produce what theyfind, and to do so

within particular institutions and cultural practices such that they are able to

incite, mobilize and recruit human subjects who will testify to the 'truth' of their

investigative procedures and there determinate knowledge, (p. 149)

This leads to a discussion on how psychology, as a conceptual apparatus, gains

authority over the "conceptual terrain in which knowledge is formed and produced"

through its particular set of discursive practice and regimes of truth (Hook, 2001, p. 522).

In other terms, how psychology as a discipline of knowledge, constructs the nuclear

structure as the natural and normative ideal form of family.

Psychologization

Key to understanding how psychological discourse exerts its power and authority

over the social body is through a process called psychologization. Parker (2008)

describes psychologization as a process "by which academic and cultural questions are

transformed into questions about the nature of individual psychology" (p. 158). Recall,

however, that Foucault discouraged approaching discourse dualistically, that is, as either

an effect ofpower translated through text, or as an instrument ofpower for systems of
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domination. Rather, Foucault describes discourse as "the violence. . .which we do to

things" throughybrmi ofpractice, or as the thing "for which and by which there is a

struggle" for domination (as cited in Hook, 2001, p. 538). On the other hand, it is

necessary to speak of discourse dualistically, as it appears in texts and practices, because

they provide the evidence of the violence and struggle.

In either case, the overall aim ofpsychology and its proponents is to transform the

knowledge of other conceptual apparatuses (e.g., biology, sociology, anthropology,

religiosity) into something that reflects a psychological epistemology (Parker, 2007;

2008). The violence, therefore, in "which we do to things" is in the (re)construction of

reality that is not questioned. The struggle, moreover, is to turn what is/was not

psychological, into something psychological, or alternatively, into something that can be

psychologized. Nothing, in this process, is safe/sacred, not even the family.

Psychologization ofthe Family

Psychological discourse has heralded a particular kind of family as the natural,

normal ideal in Western society, and this family is none other than the patriarchal nuclear

family form. In this way, psychology has "set itself the task of examining what a happy

family really is like and repairing it when things go wrong" (Parker, 2007, p. 66). The

family is psychologized, by psychological discourse, to fit a particular form in order to

meet the categorization of ideal. From the psychological perspective, therefore, families

are categorized based onform or structure alone (i.e., nuclear family ideal versus all

other non-nuclear family forms) while other contextual aspects, such as a family's

stability, duration, or quality, are ignored (Erera, 2002).
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Erera (2002) confirms, the 'normalizing gaze' ofprofessional knowledge is

particularly fixated upon the structure of a family regardless of the family's history of

"stability, duration, or quality" (p 15). Consequently, with the template of normality

based on the idealized nuclear family structure, all other non-nuclear forms are diverted

into one of "two broad stereotypical categories: the deviant and the variant" (Erera, 2002,

p. 13).

The deviant stereotype is attached to families that "seem much too different to be

regarded as a variation of the first-married, heterosexual [ideal] family" (e.g., single-

parent families, gay and lesbian families, childless families, and so on) (Erera, 2002, p.

13). Therefore deviant families are considered "bad or wrong in some way" and in need

ofproving their legitimacy (Erera, 2002, p. 14).

The variant stereotype is attached to families that are more similar to the ideal

family structure because they "usually have two parents ofthe opposite sex who reside

with children in the same household", but they still differ in biological underpinnings (for

instance, families falling under the adoptive or stepfamily categories) (Erera, 2002, p.

14).

Characterized as falling short of the ideal or as lacking legitimacy leads to

feelings of intense failure, therefore, there is an "appeal of assimilation" that is

attractive. (Erera, 2002, p. 14)

Although the variant stereotype is considered more desirable than the deviant

stereotype (because of greater similarity to the nuclear family form), both of the non-ideal

categorizations of family are subjected to "unrealistic expectations based on the model of

the traditional nuclear family" (Erera, 2002, p. 14). The fact that family categorizations

and unrealistic expectations are accepted as "reality" reflects the way dominant discourse
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is "the violence. . .which we do to things" (Foucauh as cited and quoted in Hook, 2001, p.

538). As tension is created between the "actual [lived with] and idealized [lived by]

lifestyles of family members", feelings of "failure, shame, and identity confusion" create

an overall feeling of lack (Erera, 2002, p. 14).

The Psy-Complex

According to Parker (2007), "an intricate network of theories and practices" are in

place which govern "what abnormal emotional and correct mental functioning looks and

feels like, and how child-care and family processes should be described and relayed to

mothers and fathers" (Parker, 1997, pp. 3-4). This network is called the psy-complex and

includes "psychology, psychiatry, psychoanalysis, social work, governmental agencies",

all ofwhich are "concerned with how we should look after our children, and [produce]

advice columns in newspapers and magazines concerning how we should manage our

emotions and relationships" (Parker, 1997, p. 7).

The psy-complex network, Parker (1997) suggests, has not always been in a

position to define what an ideal family is, nor has it always been granted the kind of

access to the family home that it enjoys today, rather, the family was gradually inundated

by emerging social disciplines. Whereas Parker (1997) specifically situates the

psychologization process in England, Donzelot (1979) discusses in-depth how the psy-

complex gradually took possession of "the family" in France.

Jacques Donzelot: The Policing of Families

In his book. The Policing ofFamilies, Donzelot (1979) highlights how the psy-

complex network effectively dissolved family resistance to the oppressive regimes of

state control through the implementation of normalizing practices. Under the grip of the
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old state and judicial systems, families were required to fulfill strict family life

expectations in exchange for access to critical support services and survival, for instance,

families depended on the state for "access to a profession", "the obtaining of housing",

and "social benefits" (Donzelot, 1979, p. 167). Within this time period, the state placed

the bulk of the responsibility on the head of the family, who "received aid and protection

for maintaining his power over his own. . .insofar as this power was in keeping with the

requirements of the public order" (Donzelot, 1979, p. xx).

As the old state and judiciary systems broke down, however, families started to

demonstrate acts of resistance to outer intervention and state expectations. As the

previous oppressive state and judicial discourse was no longer effective in exacting

control over families, such, a massive reframing of control techniques was needed. As

such, the social body was a space "ripe for psychologism", that is, it became a climate

eager for the emergence of social science disciplines and their "aptitude for relaying

juridicial authority in the coordination of normalization activities" (Donzelot, 1979, p.

167).

With their expertise on human thought and behaviour, psy-complex network of

professionals set themselves the task of dissolving family resistance to the previous

oppressive practices of the judicial system. The psychologists and other social scientists,

then, set out to transform oppressive practices into normalizing activities that seemed less

repressive, appeared to be necessary, and most importantly, were deemed acceptable to

the general public.

Key to reframing the previous oppressive language and practice, was the social

sciences discipline's ability to convey educative instructions for a proper family life and
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child rearing practices as advice. As Donzelot (1979) recognized, advice is the most

effective tool for exacting influence over families, because it persuades them "that they

are entirely free to refuse what [is asked] ofthem" (p. 65). Overall, he continues,

"[ajdvice is the act that evinces the most equality since it follows at the same time from

the desire to influence in the one who gives it and from the perfect freedom of the one

who receives it" (Donzelot, 1979, p. 65).

Mona Gleason: Normalizing the Family Ideal

In Canada, key historical developments and circumstances allowed the family to

become a target for the advice ofpsy-complex experts. Gleason (1999) addresses how, in

the decades pre-post Second World War (late 1920s to 1945), Canadian psychologists

were in a prime position to penetrate the home environment, due to two key historical

developments occurring external to the family. These two key historical developments

were: (1) the creation of the Canadian National Committee on Mental Hygiene

(CNCMH) and its shift to a focus on prevention and treatment; and (2) the expansion of

social agencies in the form of child guidance clinics.

Together, these developments provided psychologists the opportunity to solidify

their ostensible authoritative status as professionals, and perfect their specialized advice

as expert problem solvers. A specialized status (trust)worthy enough for them to gain

intimate/unquestioned access to the homes, and lived experiences, of Canadian families.

In this way, the evolution of the psychological profession in pre-post-war Canada was

thoroughly involved with the normalization of the nuclear family ideal.
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CNCMH Needed the Social Science Disciplines

The first key historical development that helped social science disciplines, in

particular psychology and psychologists as professionals, gain expert status and authority

was the creation and enhancement of the Canadian National Committee on Mental

Hygiene. Formed in 1918, the CNCMH was the first committee to educate the public

about the "dangers of inherited mental deficiency" and promote the eugenics

movement^*: a concerted "effort to rid the country of 'defectives' and 'social misfits' by

preaching the primacy of the inheritability of inferior^^ character traits" (Gleason, 1999,

p. 22).

The CNCMH relied heavily on the research of Canadian psychological

researchers/proponents for the statistical and scientific proof that mental deficiency was

biologically inherited . In short, the work ofpsychologists helped to rationalize the

eugenics movement, whilst the eugenics movement brought "psychology out ofthe

laboratory and into public spaces" in pre-war Canada (Gleason, 1999, p. 19). Eventually,

however, both the CNCMH and its psychological proponents realized that by pinpointing

heredity as the "culprit of mental illness", they were precluding the enhancement of the

psychological profession to move beyond the ability to test, diagnose and label (p. 23).

^* Donzelot (1979) similarly addresses how medical authorities in France ordered "all children

having reached the biological age of reproduction (fifteen to seventeen years old) to appear before the court

and undergo an individual examination" wherein "[t]he doctor may then decide to issue a 'voucher for

social service,' which will give them permission to effect temporary or permanent sexual unions, or he may

defer the individual to the following year, or order his sterilization" (p. 182).

^' Gleason (1999) states that inferior and feeble-mindedness people were lumped together into a

"catch-all category" of undesirables, sharing common characteristics such as "laziness, alcoholism, crime,

venereal disease, and/or mental breakdown" (p. 22).

^^ Gleason (1999) cites Canadian psychologists such as: Charles K. Clarice (first Canadian editor

of the American yo«r«a/ ofInsanity); Helen MacMurchy (key spokesperson for mental hygiene in public

health and Ontario's appointed "inspector of the feeble-minded"); and Clarence Hincks (key financial

contributor to the CNCMH and fighter "against mental defects") (pp. 22-23).

" Foucault (1961) notes a similar link between medical authority and the confinement of the

derelict members of the social body. He specifically pinpoints the creation of the general hospital in Paris,

with the founding of mental illness, or madness.
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With this reaHzation, the influential work of psychologists, such as William Blatz

and Samuel Laycock, whose re-educational programs promoted the influence of the

environment in determining mental deficiency, could no longer be ignored. With the

work of these two key Canadian psychologists in this historical period, the focus on

hereditable mental deficiency and the need for eugenics eventually "fell out of favour" (p.

24). Instead, the environmental influences of mental deficiency became of focus, and the

family became the target for di preventative movement^^ (Gleason, 1999).

This reorientation toward the notion of environmental influence and the

prevention movement, allowed psychology and its practitioners to gain the power to

construct, promote, and legitimize not only "certain models of mental health as superior

to others", but also the normalization of "psychological intervention into [the] private

lives" of Canadian families (Gleason, 1999, p. 24). Overall, the shift to environmental

influences and the notion ofprevention secured the "future ofpsychology as a vibrant

and viable social science", by highlighting its strength to reframe normalizing activities

into language that appears as harmless advice (Gleason, 1999, p. 24).

William Blatz and Samual Laycock, two prominent Canadian psychologists, both

argued that the common factor underlying children's behavioural issues was the family

home, more particular, the improper child-rearing practices of parents (Gleason, 1999).

With the contention that prevention and treatment efforts at school were useless if "the

child's home life did not conform to their expectations", they led the insurgency of

psychological advice into the home of Canadian families (Gleason, 1999, p. 30). In this

^^ Donzelot (1979) notes the similar trend in France, as eugenics was eventually replaced

(rationalized by the medical authorities who drew causal links between heredity and delinquency) in favour

of family intervention (spearheaded by psy-complex that located the origin of delinquency in family

relationships and parenting skills).
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way, psychological advice became accepted as a necessary aid to all Canadian parents

who struggled with the unruly behaviour of their children.

Although both Blatz and Laycock led the psychological insurgency into the lived

experiences of Canadian families, they did so through two independent paths: Blatz

through the psychologization of parenting practices, and Laycock through the

development of child guidance clinics.

Psychologization ofParenting

William Blatz, the head of the St. George's Nursery School for Child Study in

Toronto Ontario in 1925, was a significant contributor to the "psychologizing of

parenting" in Canada. In fact, he was the first in Canada to provide parents (mostly

mothers) the opportunity to learn valuable parenting skills through the completion of

reports and assignments. Urging parents (mostly mothers) to go beyond simply tending

the home, he encouraged them to "become amateur scientists in their own right"

(Gleason, 1999,p. 26).

The school's clientele (primarily white, educated, middle-class mothers coming

fi-om single-income families) was largely unrepresentative of Canadian families in the

late 1920s. Despite the biased misrepresentation of the school's research population, it

was their "circumstances and priorities [that] determined the school's research agenda",

and informed "parent education leadership" training that was offered exclusively to social

agency workers (Gleason, 1999, p. 26). Family normality in Blatz's research literature

and parent education classes, therefore, was constructed aroimd a population of "fiill-time

mothers [and] the predominance of a white, middle-class orientation" (Gleason, 1999, p.

26).
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William Blatz was particularly influential in promoting the intrusion/inserting of

psychological intervention practices within the child-rearing practices of Canadian

parents. Not only did he convince parents that they could implement the preventative

psychological measures on their own, but that this psychological advice and procedures

were crucial for a normal family life. Overall, Blatz helped perpetuate the spread of

"psychological approaches [to parenting] ever outward" and characterized "much of the

popular psychological discourse on parenting and the family for decades to come"

(Gleason, 1999, p. 26).

Similar to Blatz, Laycock stressed the importance of psychological

intervention/intrustion within the home environment in order for progress in child

behaviour to successfully occur, both at school and in the family home. In fact, he was

quoted as stating that "every child brings his home to school, [therefore], normal progress

and behaviour at school depended on normalcy at home" (Gleason, 1999, p. 51). With

this stance on child behaviour, he encouraged the development of "child guidance clinics

in every community in the country. . .to compliment family welfare agencies and family

counseling" (Gleason, 1999, p. 28).

Child Guidance Clinics

The first child guidance clinic opened in 1919, and since then they have

proliferated across Canada well into the 1930s. All clinics operated with the common

mandate of "shaping and changing the behaviour ofboth children and their parents" (p.

28). Donzelot (1979) notes a similar trend in France, where the first cluster of Parents'

Schools opened in the 1930s with the following four key objectives in their mandate:

(a) to teach parents to education and instruct one another in order to make their

children into fiiture social and moral assets; (b) to work toward a reawakening of
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the familial spirit in France; (c) to safeguard the rights of the family over the

child: (d) to achieve a sacred union through the family. (Parents' School mandate
as quoted in Donzelot, 1979, p. 190)

Overall, the expansion of child guidance clinics in Canada and France helped

psychology as a discipline, and psychologists as professionals, gain expert status and

authority. In both locations, psy-experts depended on the same rationalization for the

widespread inundation of child guidance clinics and specialized advice. That is, the

dependence on the "familial etiology of delinquency and character disorders to raise

[their] level of intervention from the simple educative relation to a treatment of the

general problem of family life" (Donzelot, 1979, pp. 192-193). In this way, both Canada

and France led the psychological insurgency into the lived experiences of families by

promoting the importance of good child-rearing practices in the prevention and treatment

of delinquent children.

To uncover exactly how psychologists "facilitated psychology's various

techniques of normalcy" in Canadian families, Gleason (1999) examined the details of

individual cases from a child guidance clinic in Vancouver (p. 30). Not surprisingly, this

exploration reveals that it was common for psychologists to blame poor parenting skills

(particularly those of the mother) for children's undesirable behaviour. By placing the

blame on poor parenting, psychologists had the ability to reorient their "therapeutic

energies from the process of diagnosing [socially unacceptable children] to ultimately

correcting and preventing ftjrther fransgressions" in their "socially unacceptable families"

(Gleason, 1999, p. 31).

The most poignant finding from the examination of referral sheets reveals what

Donzelot (1979) has already discussed, that is, that the psy-complex exacts its power on
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"the social" in such a way, that those dominated are unaware/obHvious of their

domination. Moreover, the finding also solidifies that the psy-complex has an ability to

create conditions similar to Foucault's notion of the panopticon^^, wherein members

become inflicted by a state of self-surveillance and discipline.

-""^ The key finding was that "the influence ofpsychology's technologies of normalcy

on Canadian parents was not exclusively one-directional", in other words, parents began

referring themselves, their own family, to the child guidance clinics (Gleason, 1999, p.

31). According to Gleason (1999), this increase in voluntary parental referral was

indicative of an increase in societal acceptance of psychology's technologies of

normalcy, and interference of psychological advice within the family.

Not only was this finding in line with Donzelot and Foucault, it also confirms Ian

Parker's (1997) notion that the 'psy-complex' is a network that is highly effective in

regulating "how people behave and think" by turning "them into self-monitoring, self-

regulating subjects" (p. 123). In fact, by the time the Second World War began,

psychologists and other social science disciplinary experts of the psy-complex had

effectively constructed their dominant definition of family normalcy around the nuclear

family form, and normalized their expert advice within the private lives of Canadian

families.

As time went on, the continual spread of advice fi^om the psy-complex required

the development of a reciprocal relationship between modem psychological discourse

and popular culture (Parker et al., 1995). In fact, Parker (1997) has determined that the

psy-complex "is most dense in the urban interior of the modem West, where it informs

'^ In his book called Discipline and Punish: The Birth ofthe Prison, Foucault (1977) provides the

following description of the panopticon:
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day-time television discussions, and 'step' programmes for self-improvement (p. 4). No

doubt, the Western world has borne witness to an increase in popular psychotherapists on

mass media television talk shows such as Oprah Winfrey and Phil Donahue (Parker et al.,

1995), and more recently Dr. Laura Schlessinger and Dr. Phil McGraw (as I will discuss

shortly).

Overall, Parker (1999) observes the increasing popularity of psychological advice

as both a symptom and response to the process of psychologization of the social body,

and its experts desire to diagnose and treat forms of unhappiness through their use of

ostensibly non-oppressive language of advice^'*.

Recall that popular psychological discourse measures family happiness to the

degree that a family lives or assimilates toward the traditional nuclear family ideal

(Parker, 2007). As such, the self-appointed task of psychologists to repair the family

"when things go wrong" (Parker, 2007, p. 66) implies that families must maintain, or

more closely align/assimilate to the ideal tracing in order to be happy.

Climate Primed for Family Failure

As a postmodernist thinker, I question not only the notion of the family ideal, but

also the belief that family happiness requires alignment with the nuclear family

tracing. From this critical frame of mind, I ask the reader to join me in questioning

the way popular psychological literature promotes the maintenance/assimilation

to this hegemonic family structure. Moreover, to join me in considering whether

or not these unrealistic messages about family happiness contribute to a climate

primed for family failure, lack, and inadequacy?

'^ Donzelot (1979) notes the same popularization trend in France, wherein the Parents' School

disseminated its prescriptive knowledge about the family and proper parenting skills "via radio broadcasts

and the publishing of a considerable quantity of inexpensive brochures written in simplified, didactic

language" (p. 192).
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Dr. Indoctrination: Fixing the Family One Prescriptive Remedy at a Time

It is important to address popular psychological literature, because as noted in

both Parker (2007) and Donzelot (1979), it plays a key role in constructing family

happiness around the nuclear family ideal. For evidence that popular psychological

literature effectively turns individuals and their families "into self-monitoring, self-

regulating subjects" (Parker, 1997, p. 123), look no further than to the seepage of

psychological "technical terms" or "therapy-speak" into the everyday lives of families

(Parker et al., 1995, p. 68). The work oftwo widely syndicated Western psychological

proponents, Dr. Laura Schlessinger and Dr. Phil McGraw, highlight how popular culture

continues to promote family happiness and normality around the nuclear family structure.

Dr. Laura Schlessinger: Parenthood by Proxy

Bestselling author and syndicated radio show host. Dr. Laura Schlessinger, has a

background in family counseling^^. She addresses a wide range of "personal, work, and

familial problems", and "preaches, teaches, and nags about morals, values and ethics"

(Schlessinger, 2008). As a shameless promoter of the traditional family as ideal. Dr.

Schlessinger (2000) has stated that:

[djivorces, full-time working mother's, stepfamilies, shacking up, out-of-wedlock

children, promiscuous reproduction, geographical fragmentation of the family,

joint custody, and visitation are, to varying degrees, depending on the

circumstances and the child - a disaster to the lives and emotional well-being of

children, (p. 7)

In her book called Parenthood by Proxy, Shlessinger (2000) argues that with the

exception of those who have suffered a "death of a spouse, severe illness, or

'' Schlessinger (2008), on her website, includes in her education background, a Post-Doctoral

Certification in Marriage, Family and Child Counseling from the University of Southern California, in Los

Angeles, California. In addition, she was a Licensed Marriage, Family and Child Counselor (MFCC) who

practiced privately for twelve years.
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abandonment", others who have chosen the above family forms are selfish, wrong, and

non-normal (p. 7). Callers to her radio program, she states, "inevitably whine, 'But what

about me? What about my happiness? When am I entitled to what makes me happy?

When am I going to get what I want?'" (Schlessinger, 2000, p. 10). To this end, she states

that:

'"

[s]omewhere along the way the focus ofAmerican thinking shifted from

respecting obligation and character (sexual fidelity, commitment to sacred vows,

sacrifice for family) to seeking self-fulfillment and selfishness (sexual freedom,

entitlement to perpetual bliss, nix the kids, spouse as oppressive constraint).

(Schlessinger, 2000, p. 10)

Overall, her arguments are based on the contention that society ignores "self-

evident truths about children, families, child rearing, commitment, and responsibilities"

and willingly sacrifices all that is "noble and right" in the name of "tolerance and the

celebration of diversity" (Schlessinger, 2000, pp. 8-9). In the end, Schlessinger (2000)

blames societal tolerance of non-nuclear family diversity for a tripling in teen suicide, the

increased prevalence in juvenile crime, and more diagnoses of children with mental

illness and learning disorders [no references are provided for any of her claims]

(Schlessinger, 2000).

According to Schlessinger (2000), the following list of sources are to blame for

the breakdown of the fraditional nuclear family: homosexuals (male or female who want

legal rights to get married, adopt, or use biotechnology), feminists (who want to have

fatherless children and "be married without personal obligation to home and children"),

the daycare industry (a money making enterprise), baby boomer types (and their kids who

"freat the world as a candy store and see responsibility to children and family as an

impediment to gratification), sexually liberated (who feel that anything goes including
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"incest and pedophilia"), and liberated men (who "seek self-gratification like teenagers,

fnvolously divorce, and demand their ex-wives put the children in daycare and get back

to work, so they don't have to pay much alimony and child support") (pp. 44-45).

Clearly, Dr. Laura Schlessinger aims to promote the maintenance and alignment

to the nuclear family tracing, and she does so very explicitly, without any hesitation or

double-speak. In contrast, Dr. Phil McGraw is less explicit, opting instead to bury his

implications about nuclear family idealism within his "matter-of-fact", lay-person

language.

Phil McGraw: Family First

In the introduction to his book. Family First, McGraw (2004) declares "I'm going

to tell you what I believe is the truth about what you can and must do to create a

phenomenal family, even (/"yours is a divorced family or a blended one" (p. 15). I

highlighted the words "even //' to demonstrate to the reader how deep-seated beliefs

about what an ideal or phenomenal family structure is, can be buried within the choice of

language of so-called psychological experts. What I deduce from this statement, is that

divorced or blended families can not be phenomenal families, without Dr. Phil McGraw'

s

brand of truth and psychological expertise. But does this mean he favours the nuclear

family ideal over all other structures?

Certainly, McGraw (2004) makes distinctions between the traditional nuclear

family ideal and those families that are considered non-traditional. However, indications

that McGraw (2004) promotes an alignment to the traditional nuclear ideal are not only

less explicit than Schlessinger's, but are also far less extreme. For instance, McGraw does
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not suggest extreme conformist measures, as Schlessinger^^ does, all in the name of

remaining a traditional nuclear family ideal. McGraw focuses more on the acceptance

that your family is non-ideal because it does not fit that traditional nuclear family ideal,

and moves on to provide step-by-step suggestions as to what such families can do to

become phenomenal. . . even if

Help or Alienation

As a child, I hadn't sat down and read a self-help book about how to help my
family, such as Schlessinger's or McGraw's. Although images of the perfect family

were abound in the children's books and movies I watched, I do not recall explicit

instances where popular psychologists inundated me with their message about
how shitty my family was.

My mother, on the other hand, did read self-help books. There is no question in

my mind that she struggled to know what was best for my brother and 1. 1 have no
doubt that she read these books with the very good intention on bettering our

family situation. Of the books that she read, her particular favourite author was
Dr. James Dobson who wrote a book called Love Must be Tough (1983).

In this book, she sought advice for her/our situation, but I argue that his

denigration of divorce and religious sentiment for the traditional family, only

served to further alienate her. In an indirect way, this literature served to alienate

my brother and I as well. Her perspective on our broken family sometimes

communicated tremendous shame and guilt.

For example, in situations of family distress after she married my stepfather, she

would not hesitate to remind my brother and myself, that he would/could never

love us unconditionally. That is to say, my stepfather will never love us the way my
biological father did/does.

This was a particularly cutting statement to me. When I had asked her where she

had heard such a thing, I found it originated from that Dr. Dobson book.

'* That women marry the male who got her pregnant to avoid explaining to a child that she is a slut

that selfishly decided her child did not deserve having married parents (Schlessinger, 2008).
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By blaming non-nuclear families for all that is ill in the world, Schlessinger

promotes a climate of failure for the majority of families. Her implication that non-

nuclear families are selfishly chosen and abnormal, in turn, implies a need to make

selfless sacrifices to maintain or assimilate as closely to the nuclear family structure as

possible. Although Schlessinger (2000) does not have a step-by-step guide to family

ideal, it is safe to assume that she mentions every prescriptive guideline that rigidly aligns

with traditional nuclear family ideals.

Within the context of her book, for instance, she describes numerous non-ideal

life circumstances, and follows them up with guidelines as to how to be less selfish by

assimilating to the nuclear family ideal". According to Schlessinger (2000), to stray fi-om

the nuclear family ideal, is to chose an alternative that can only lead to any number of

negative outcomes, such as single motherhood, an outcome that she suggests is related to

higher incidences of mental illness (Schlessinger, 2000).

Whereas Schlessinger (2000) provides the prescriptive remedies repeatedly

throughout her book. Dr. Phil McGraw uses a step-by-step outline to provide the means

to achieving a phenomenal family. Having appeared as a recurrent psychological expert

on Oprah, Dr. Phil McGraw now has his own widely syndicated television show and has

written numerous bestselling step-by-step books on topics ranging fi-om weight-loss to

the family.

^^ For instance, Schlessinger (2000) feels that it is dumb to argue that "You don't want to marry

him 'just because you're pregnant'", instead, she suggests that women should get married to the man who
got them pregnant because it would be selfish to "explain to a child that he just wasn't an important enough

reason to get married, [while her] lust was important enough to risk unprotected sex" (p. 131). This instils

the idealistic prescription that in order to be a happy and healthy ideal family, one must be married to the

very same partner who had impregnated them.
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Dr. Phil McGraw (2004) believes that "Family matters because it is the single

most outcome-determinative factor shaping one's outlook and achievement", and that is

why, he continues, "among all [the] words in the English language, none means more to

human beings than "family"" (p. 7). As such, it is the duty of all heads ofhousehold to

wake up each day and ask themselves, "What can I do to make my family better?" (p.

14). In fact, McGraw (2004) tells his readers, "you can begin to make choices and take

day-to-day actions that will create nothing short of a phenomenal family" (p. 30). But

what is a phenomenal family?

McGraw (2004) defines a phenomenal family as a healthy family that has bonded

and interconnected family members who are ''painted with one another's brush''' and

"leave no one behind" (p. 31). According to McGraw (2004), the phenomenal family is

"no fantasy" but can be easily achieved by implementing and being willing to let the Five

Factors for a Phenomenal Family become the foundation for your life (p. 31). You must

decide, devote, reach, believe, claim {and other such action oriented words) the mind set

that you too can have a phenomenal family. But what are the Five Factors for a

Phenomenal Family?

McGraw (2004) outlines the details of the five factors within the context of his

book, but in order to demonstrate how popular psychological advice is constructed as

universally applicable and realistic to implement, I provide the reader with the pertinent

points.

The first factor for a phenomenal family is the creation of a nurturing and

accepting family system. According to McGraw (2004), phenomenal families require

significant sacrifice in order to ensure that each member has a sense that their authentic
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selves are nurtured and accepted. Among other things, sacrifice may mean dedicating an

hour each day just to the family or, perhaps, deeming it "family policy to give one

another at least one supportive remark a day" (McGraw, 2004, p. 39). Overall, "the need

for acceptance is more powerful in your family than anywhere else", and if this is not

achieved a whole host of negative outcomes are possible (for example, that children will

turn to gangs) (McGraw, 2004, p. 32).

Second in the list of factors is the notion that phenomenal families have rhythm in

their lives. Essentially, McGraw (2004) argues that a family should have a rhythm that

communicates "This is where we're from, this is what we stand for and this is what we do

together" (p. 43). For instance, he continues, "The McGraws don't lie, steal, cheat, call

people names, make racist comments or be mean to other people", nor do they "make fun

of people who are physically challenged", or "talk about or be disrespectful to neighbours

or elderly people" (p. 44). By having a shared identity that is based on identical values

and standards of conduct values, families can become phenomenal!

In terms of the third factor, McGraw (2004) states that phenomenal families

establish rituals and traditions that are meaningfiil to each member. Repetition of such

meaningful events will serve as "psychological and behavioural anchors for your values

and beliefs, provide your family with a sense of stability and identity, reinforce your

family's heritage, give your family meaning and continue to create rhythm in your

family's life" (McGraw, 2004, p. 48). McGraw (2004) continues, "social scientists tell us

that without [rituals], a family may be lacking in crucial ways" (p. 50).

Fourth in the list of factors is the need for being active in communication. Vital to

every phenomenal family is active communication which entails that each member
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"listen with the goal of understanding, respond in a nonjudgmental way, share

information openly and honestly and do so in a way that keeps your family relationships

on solid, loving ground" (McGraw, 2004, p. 53). In his own clinical research McGraw

(2004) found that "the amount of trouble kids get into is inversely proportional to the

number ofwords spoken in the home" (p. 53).

The fifth, and final, factor for a phenomenal family pertains to learning how to

manage family crisis. In essence, this means that when you encounter a crisis (for

instance, "your child is identifying with some counterculture like Goth") the key is to not

panic or turn against one another (McGraw, 2004, p. 55). Phenomenal families "should

have a crisis management plan - bullet-point lines stating exactly what your family will

do when things get out of control, every time something goes wrong in the family,

written down so that you do not even have to think. The time to do this is now"

(McGraw, 2004, p. 57).

Overall, McGraw (2004) states that his five factors for a phenomenal family are

"tried-and-proven suggestions" that, when implemented with commitment, will produce

"amazing progress in the quality of. . .home life" (p. 62). In cases when the five factors

are not working for a family, McGraw (2004) suggests that the reason may lie in "you, or

some other family member, [who] may be experiencing more than just a lack of

knowledge about how to create healthy family behavior" (p. 63). For instance, McGraw

(2004) continues, "you may be suffering fi-om deeply entrenched, serious conflicts or

pain fi-om your life that are blocking your ability to implement these five factors" (p. 63).
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What would be different?: Part II

To say that I disagree, or deem harmful, all popular psychological advice would be
a misconception. Recall from my thesis purpose section, my aim is not to reject the
possibility ofan 'ideal' or some 'thing' that one holds in their minds eye as flawless,

pure, the epitome of perfection. In fact, the notion ofan ideal could be helpful,

because I believe that the world does not lack: all that one has ever aspired,

wanted, 'needed' is hidden in plain sight.

On the other hand, I am critical of the notion that any ideal may be universally

authenticated and/or ontologically True. I am deeply suspicious of such rigid,

binary, idealized thought processes that produce prescriptive universalized

definitions of the family as ideal or non-ideal.

As such, in regards to above popular psychological literature for public

consumption, I am leery and critical of the following modernist undertones it

implies: (i) that each family should fit/maintain the hegemonic traditional nuclear

family ideal; (2) that all non-traditional expressions of family need to be

fixed/treated/assimilated; (3) that family therapy programs (self-implemented or

not) can be universalized to apply across all lived expressions of the family; and (4)

that these plans are the one True answer to a happy and phenomenal family.

Key to this list is the third notion, that help for families can be universalized to

have standard prescriptive steps that apply to all lived expressions of the family. I

suggest this mode of thought extends from the desire ofpsychology to align with

the medical model. Doctors of medicine have standardized guidelines for

treatment that they must follow, because their use is based on objective scientific

research. Psychologists too, subscribe to their own particular "brand" of

standardized guidelines for therapy, in accordance to their chosen mode of

treatment in the psychological field. Behavioural psychologists, for instance,

adhere to the principles and practices of behavioural therapy that are widely

accepted'* as evidence based methods for treatment.

Thus, to remain within their modes ofthought is a beneficial venture for

psychologists, because it provides them with the same security mechanisms as

those in the medical field, that is, evidence-based, ready-made, and easy to

implement standardized treatments plans. Not unlike medical doctors,

psychologists benefit from the ability to make diagnostic conclusions that are

followed by a standardized course of treatment. Standardization of diagnosis and

treatment also provides the opportunity for psychologist/researchers to share

patient/client outcomes with the pre-existing academic research community

which can potentially further their career.

38 By insurance companies, for instance.
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As previously mentioned, alignment to the medical model allows psychology to

gain status as a natural science and psychologists to attain authority as experts of
human behaviour. The availability of prescriptive and standard definitions,

categories, guidelines, treatments, allows medical doctors and psychologists to

acquire a dominance that implies unquestionable expertise.

When a client does not respond to a standard mode of treatment, the blame is not

placed on the doctor or the psychologist, nor is it placed on the treatment
methods empirically validated research. No - the blame is typically aimed on some
internal aspect of the patient(s)/client(s), and their (in)ability to follow the

treatment plan exactly as prescribed or directed.

Hence, another beneficial aspect of adhering to standardized evidence based

treatments for medical doctors and psychologists is that it shields them from being

held directly accountable for treatment failure. Overall, by claiming faultlessness

in treatment failure, professionals can further identify the problem as inherent in

the patient(s)/client(s). For medical doctors and psychologists to stray outside of

their chosen constrictive realms of thought, therefore, is for them to risk career

suicide.

I must step back for a moment, however, and acknowledge the glaring difference

between what is produced about the family in popular culture, and what actually

transpires in the private therapy practice. Obviously, popular public therapists

(e.g.. Dr. Phil McGraw) and adherents to the traditional family (e.g., Dr. Laura

Schlessinger) do not have the same level of interaction with the family as those

practicing therapy in the privacy of the therapy room.

Given that public and private therapists differ in terms of their level of direct

intimate contact with the family, the level of discourse also shifts. First, the family

is psychologized by the popular psychological discourse of public therapists, which

necessitates and normalizes the need for therapeutic intervention in the family.

Second, the family is psychologized in the intimacy of the therapy room by the

private therapist, and the particular "brand" of psychological discourse they

subscribe. Ultimately, however, it is the first psychologization that often leads the

family to the therapy room. That is, in so far as it was popular psychological

discourse that successfully convinced the family of its existence as non-ideal, and

therefore in need of therapeutic intervention.

The key difference between the first psychologization of the family and the

secondary experience in the private therapy room is level of intimacy between the

family and the therapist. In the private practice, there is an added element of

conversation between the family and therapist. What transpires in this intimate

interaction varies greatly in direct accordance to the epistemological position of
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the therapist. That is, the therapist may or may not subscribe to the notion that

the nuclear family is the ideal structure.

In other words, the therapist may or may not identify the achievement of family

happiness with the attainment/maintenance/assimilation to the traditional family

form. Finally, the therapists may or may not take into account the messiness of the

everyday lived experience of the family, that is, the contextual details that are not

conducive to standardized methods of modern family therapy.

In chapter three, I explore the risk of stepping outside of the standardized,

evidence-based, and prescriptive step-by-step programs for universal

consumption, and consider possible alternatives for working with a variety of lived

expressions of families.

I
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Chapter Three:

Putting the Family Back on the Map

Crisis Means to Therapeutic Effects: Part 11

In tfie beginning, I called my thesis a parallel recursive analysis. As such, I set out to
recursively analyze the nuclear family as the ideal, in a parallel exploration of my own,
and others points of view. In doing so, I have talked at length about the harm of the
nuclear family as ideal.

I have compared it to a tracing^^ lifted up from, and covering over, the map'*° of

infinite lived realities of the family. I have provided the Canadian census family

definition that is not only constructed by dominant national, but also international'*'

forces for the coordination of standardized research purposes. I have noted the acts

of discrimination through overt'*^ and covert''^ means, against those not fitting the

hegemonic defined ideal. I have noted the nuclear family's internalization'*^ as the

natural and normative family ideal, i have recognized mystification, the act of

collusion that family members use (unconsciously). In an effort to maintain the

(shared) family ideal. I have explored how the nuclear family became the normalized

ideal within the social science disciplines and practices of psy-complex professionals.

I have highlighted how psy-experts psychologize the family in such a way that they

become self-surveyors of their own normalization, as evidenced by their own family's

referral to child-care parenting clinics. I have recognized the role of popular

therapists In the psychologization of the family, evidenced in the way therapeutic-

speak is taken up into the everyday language of the family, and in continuing the

normalization of a need for therapy.

But very recently, I have begun to ask myself: What am I reaily doing? Am I really

"questioning" the hegemony of the nuclear family form as my internalized ideal

family tracing, or am I just re-establishing It? In other words, am I just picking it up,

'^ Using the Deleuze and Guattari (1987) concqjt of the tracing, to imply the way the family is

reduced to a pre-traced or ready-made concept, in particular, the nuclear family as the ideal tracing of the

family.
*" Using the Deleuze and Guattari (1987) concept of the map, there are no pre-traced or ready-

made family, but rather, infinite performative capacities of the family exist free from dominant ideals or

professional restriction.

'" The United Nations Statistical Division (2007a) is facilitating the 2010 World Population and

Housing Census Programme which requires "working systematically towards agreements about common
concepts, classifications, standards and methods" (UNSD, 2007b).

*^ Overt discrimination arises from "negative attitudes and biases" and directly "affect an

individual's access to services, employment and housing" (OHRC, 2007, p. 17).

*^ Covert discrimination is difficult to detect, because: (1) "individual acts themselves may be

ambiguous or explained away" by the perpetrators; and (2) "it is not necessary for language or comments

related to family status to be present in the interactions between the parties to demonstrate that

discrimination has occurred" <OHRC, 2007, p. 19).

** Laing (1969) says that "the family as a system is internalized" as a set of "{r]elations and

operations between elements and sets of elements" (Laing, 1969, p. 4).
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looking at it, but ultimately placing it carefully back into its position as the dominant
family form?

These questions prompted me to reconsider Tyler's (1986) suggestions about (auto-

ethnographic) writing as temporary retraction from the common-sense world, that It

places the author/reader into a space of therapeutic crisis and in order to gain a

therapeutic effect one must return to the common-sense world with a renewed point

of view. At this point, I have one bone of contention for his suggestions.

I agree with his suggestion that writing an autoethnography can place the

author/reader into a space of therapeutic crisis, but on the other hand, I do not agree
that this space is immediately therapeutic. Personally, I have experienced a great deal

of crisis, but until very recently, I have not felt the process of writing

autoethnography as therapeutic. Why?
*i

I do not know exactly why the space of crisis was therapeutically delayed. But I do
know that I started to experience the writing process as therapeutic when I recently

located my writing/thesis/self*^ as stuck in a circular loop of thought.

Circular Loops of Thought

Picture this: The nuclear family form is a boomerang that I am holding in my hands. I

look at it, grip its structure, pass it from one hand to the other, back again, and then I

toss it out in a few different directions in order to see cast in a variety of lights (i.e.,

historical, psychological). But all the while, its image/tracing remains in my mind.

How do I know? I see it evidenced in how I always return to it, and conversely, it

always returns to me.

Hence, I recognize a circular loop of thought that is created by the tossing out of the

boomerang, and our subsequent (mutual) return to each other.

A counter argument could be that the looping process was not only unavoidable, but

part and parcel of the process of writing. Another may argue that throughout the

writing process I have been in a therapeutic space of crisis, but was just unaware of

it

While these arguments/suggestions may be very valid, I personally can only now
consider myself, even in the position, for a space of therapeutic crisis. I think that it is

""
Essentially, a one-in-the-same, because my "self is in the process/writing that produces the

product/thesis.
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because it is only now that I realize the harm I have put myself into by engaging in

circularity of thought. I realize that I have ignored the freedom of thought/motion
that could be found through the very statements I have explored, for instance, those
of Deleuze and Guattari"*^ and BasaghV''.

I feel like a hypocrite, because I made reference to and praised their statements,

while simultaneously going against them, remaining within a closed circular loop of

thought. I feel like ! have reproduced the tracing. I worry that I have replanted the

tree and fostered its roots. 1 contemplate whether ! have frozen (my) reality of today
which will differ from (my) reality of tomorrow. I ultimately feel like I have produced
a distorted version of my reality, one of utmost irrelevance.

Coming to these realizations, I only now can feel that I have, indeed, arrived into the

therapeutic space"*^ to which Tyler (1986) refers. But then, I recalled his suggestion

that in order for writing to have a therapeutic effect there must be a return to the

common-sense worW^.

But why return to the commonsense world at all?: Part II

In the first chapter, I shared my initial apprehension to Tyler's (1986) suggestion. I

asked: "Why return to a common-sense world at all?" Over the course of writing, I

revisited my initial reaction and thought: "Well now, Korinne, that was a rather

defensive and knee-jerk reaction! Maybe a return to the common-sense world would
not be so bad."

In light of my recent discovery, however, I think that my initial reaction was the

closest I had gotten to freedom, that is, freedom from the loop of circular thought.

But, at that time, I did not recognize it.

But what is a common-sense world? Frankly, I have no idea! In order for me to, as

Tyler (1986) suggests, return to a common-sense world, you would think I should

** Deleuze and Guattari (1987) point out that the brain is naturally "much more a grass than a

tree", further adding that they are "tired of trees. We should stop believing in trees, roots, and radicles.

They've made us suffer too much. All of arborescent culture is founded on them" (p. 15).

*^ Basaglia (1987) warns that "the reality of today will differ from the reality of tomorrow, and in

trying to freeze it, it either becomes distorted or irrelevant (p. 4).

** Stephen Tyler (1986) suggests a difference between the therapeutic space and the therapeutic

effect of writing an autoethnography (postmodern ethnography). It can be therapeutic as it throws the

author/reader into a space of abstraction/crisis.

*^ Tyler (1986) stresses that it is the return of the author/reader to the commonsense world, with a

renewed perspective, that produces the therapeutic effect.





106

have a clue as to what a common sense world Is. Does this mean that I thrive off a life

of non-sense and chaos^°? I am not sure.

Just as I had commented in the beginning, "There must be a happy medium!"

Vyhen your brain grows a tree, it's all you can see!

My situation is not unique. Circular loops of thought are a common experience. In

essence, our rhizome/map becomes territorialized or stratified by grounding
structures that have circled around and taken root. They have proliferated into

dominant trees in our brains. And when your brain grows a tree, it's all you can see!

In this case, the tree that has grown out of a mass of circular (non-free) thought is

the nuclear family ideal, which is precluding other family expressions on the

rhizome/map. Perhaps, now, by identifying my circular thought loop, I can (re)gain a

freedom of thought.

Wouldn't freedom from the circular loop of thought create a therapeutic effect? Is it

necessary for me to return to what Tyler (1986) calls the common-sense world?

Won't a return to the common-sense world only serve to keep me within the circular

loop of thought? Is it possible that there is a happy medium between the common-
sense world and a life of chaos^^?

! ask on behalf of not only my self, but also for anyone else who find themselves

stuck in a loop of circular thought, whatever it may be. Lately, I've asked myself when
I look in the mirror: Don't you get tired? What I am really asking myself is: Don't you

get tired of all those thoughts that keep you all tied up in knots? Those thoughts that

reify, reconstitute, my being in its current state of mind and body through the

scrupulous execution of organized and methodical behaviour.

Perhaps freedom from the loop (for my self, you, and all lived expressions of the

family) may be found in the construction of what Molbak suggests as a Deleuzian

therapy.

'" Deleuze and Guattari (1994) state that: "Chaos makes chaos and undoes every consistency in

the infinite" (p. 42). Having said that, they go on to say that, the problem of philosophy "is to acquire a

consistency without losing the infinite into which thought plunges" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1994, p. 42).
^' By acknowledging the possibility of acquiring a level of consistency, without losing the capacity

for infinite thought, Deleuze and Guattari (1994) confirm that "chaos has as much a mental as a physical

existence" (p. 42). Is acquiring a precarious balance between consistency and infinity (chaos) the

alternative to the return to a common sense world?
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Deleuzian (Therapy?): A Contextual Introduction

At the time of writing On Constructing a Deleuzian Psychotherapy, Rune Molbak

(2007) was still in training to be a clinician. Two key reasons inspired Molbak (2007) to

write the article: first, out of frustration that his training school focuses either on the

cognitive behavioural or humanist perspectives of therapy; and second, in response to the

lack of "philosophical reflection that informs current understandings of what therapy is

and what it should seek to accomplish" (p. 474). Molbak (2007) found the lack of

reference to Deleuze's work within psychology particularly strange, given that Deleuze

has thought "through many problems of utmost relevance to the field" (p. 473).

Having said that, Molbak (2007) suggests that "the time might be ripe for a

Deleuzian therapy", and therefore, sets out to offer "some initial suggestions as to how

Deleuzian thought can be made relevant to the construction of a new therapeutic ethics

and practice" (p. 473). Prior to discussing his key points regarding the construction of a

Deleuzian therapy, it is crucial to address Deleuze's perspectives on the logic of sense. Of

particular and pertinent importance in understanding Deleuze's pCTspective^^ on the logic

of sense, however, is an understanding of his notions of sense and meaning, and tiie

difference between the two.

(The Problem/Question of) Sense

In order to explain, in the most simplest of terms, how Deleuze conceptualizes

sense and meaning, I begin with the philosopher Kant who was the first to raise the

"question of sense", pertaining directly to Descartes' statement: "I think therefore I am"

'^ M0lbak (2007) situates Deleuze's philosophy of the logic of sense as a continuation from Kant,

who had originally raised "the question of sense after discovering that Descartes 'indubitable' truth 'I think

therefore I am' is a logical tautology constructed in terms of a set of meanings that already presuppose their

condition (existence of an T) to begin with" (pp. 474-475).
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(M0lbak, 2007, p. 474). Kant recognized that in order for us to gather meaning from this

statement, we must first presuppose, or sense, "the existence of an T". As such, it was

Kant who brought interest to the human propensity to presuppose, or accept as an a priori

truth, the sense of a statement that cannot be verified empirically (i.e., the existence of an

T) (M0lbak, 2007).

Subsequently, Deleuze picked up the "problem of sense" proposed by Kant, but

reformulated it as the problem "ofwhere statements come from, what their production is

related to" (as cited in Melbak, 2007, p. 474). Essentially, Deleuze regards the question

of sense as a problem of endless propositions that can never be recuperated, that is:

I can never state the sense of what I am saying, [but can only] take the sense of
what I say as the object of another proposition whose sense, in turn, I cannot state,

(as cited in Molbak, 2007, pp. 475-476)

In other words, Deleuze did not believe that the sense of a statement can be

determined by some original ground of truth as other philosophers did^^. Rather, he felt

that the sense of any statement is always based on a presupposition of another sense, and

so on (M0lbak, 2007). With our present reality being based on endless unverifiable

sensed pre-suppositions, sense is a slippery construct.

Sense

Sense has a sfrange and complex paradoxical nature, because it is "simultaneously

presupposed by and lacking from the statement", or, in other words, it exists ''through the

statement, but not in it" (Molbak, 2007, p. 476). In other words, there is a disjunction

between the sense and meaning of statements. This disjunction pertains directly to a point

of divergence between what Deleuze calls "an actual world represented, expressed or

'' Melbak (2007) suggests that Kant and Heidegger both infer that sense can be recuperated fix)m

our pre-ontological or existential understandings, that is, some ground of intelligence that materializes as

concrete.
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signified in thought and a virtual world of the unthought in thought which can never

become present" (Molbak, 2007, p. 476).

The Actual World

In order to explain what the virtual world is, it is first necessary to delineate the

world of the actual. Basically, the actual world is what is represented and shown to us in

the present. This actual world becomes the present as it "always presupposes something

non-present as the basis of itself ' (M0lbak, 2007, p. 476). In other words, our present is

presupposed from the sense we gather fi-om somewhere non-present. Yet to admit that

our unthought sense comes before what we experience as present, is to admit "of a

temporality outside the present by means of which the present first becomes present"

(Melbak, 2007, p. 476). But how can a temporality outside of the present exist? Deleuze

suggests thinking beyond the three dimensions of chronological time (past, present and

fiiture) and proposes a fourth dimension called the virtual, ofwhich he defines as "a time

that is real but not actuaP' (Melbak, 2007, p. 476).

ne Virtual World

The virtual world, therefore, exists "outside the chronological series of presents",

and essentially "conditions the passage of this [present/actual] time" (Molbak, 2007, p.

476). Because it is "presupposed outside of experienced time", it is considered to be the

time of sense, the time of the moment, the time that is pure, and the time without content

(Melbak, 2007). It is in this way that the virtual world "has always already appropriated

us to itself and always already refused itself to our direct apprehension" (M0lbak, 2007,

p. 477). This is why, Deleuze states that we generally "live" in the "temporality of the

actuar, or the actual world, because it is there that we feel in the present, and where we
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"identify and recognize ourselves" (as cited in Molbak, 2007, p. 478). Essentially, we feel

secure in the actual world, because it is there where "an action can be considered

complete. . .repeatable. . .and predictable", and "determinable actions. . .can be

assigned...coordinates in chronological time and space" (Molbak, 2007, p. 478).

But why return to the commonsense world at all?: Part III

Upon reading that the actual world is where the passage of time is conditioned by
the presuppositions of the virtual world, it clicked that the actual world is the very

same common-sense world that I am apprehensive about returning to! Therefore,

the actual world is the very same common-sense world that Tyler (1986) argues I can

return to with a new point of view and a therapeutic effect.

But I ask: Will I not just get (re)appropriated and stuck in circular loops of thought in

this actual world that is so grounded in common-sense and predictable in

chronological time and space?

If so, I do not think that even a "renewed point of view" will be sufficient enough to

retain a freedom of thought! I fail to see where a therapeutic effect fits in with

(re)appropriation to the actual/common-sense world.

At this point, therefore, I have not found a good enough reason to return to the

actual/common-sense world!

The "Space " Between (the Virtual and the Actual World)

What exists between the virtual and actual worlds is a place of difference, not in a

divisionary sense, but rather, a space of difference-in-itself. Deleuze describes the

difference-in-itself as intensive, because it is comprised of tension points, that is, "pure

unmediated distances, structures without content, positions without objects" (M0lbak,

2007, p. 477). Just like the virtual/actual worlds, we never become aware of the

difference-in-itself or intensity, rather, we only come to know its intensities as developed
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extensities represented by all the phenomena that appear to us in our lived experience

(M0lbak, 2007). In fact, and very importantly, it is in this "actualization of sense [in the

actual world] and the cancelling out of intensity in extensity [in the difference]", that

Deleuze acknowledges as the "defining characteristic ofhuman life" (Molbak, 2007, p.

479).

Before I get too far ahead, however, allow me to take a moment to pull-forward

concepts fi-om the first two chapters and (inter)relate/parallel them to the current

discussion's terminology.

Extensities Cover Intensities - Stagnation ofThought

In A Thousand Plateaus, both Deleuze and Guattari (1987) recognize that the

defining characteristic of human life is to allow extensities to cover intensities. In the

context of their co-written book, they describe extensities using the arborescent schema

of the tree (overgrown organizations and stratifications) that obscures the proliferation of

the rhizome^'*. Intensities are related to rhizomatic multiplicity, to which they describe as

the proliferation of grass. In short, to allow extensities/trees to proliferate, is to allow the

infinities/grass to be covered over.

This is not to say that Deleuze and Guattari (1987) feel that trees or tracings

should be done away with. Ultimately, it is not their intention to create dualisms ofgood

and bad when they contrast the tree to grass or tracings to maps. In fact, they recognize

their mutual reproduction of each other and ask:

Is it not of the essence of the map to be traceable? Is it not of the essence of the

rhizome to intersect roots and sometimes merge with them? Does not a map
contain phenomena of redundancy that are already like tracings of its own?

(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 15)

'* Although the rhizome gets obscured by overgrown trees, it will never allow itself to be

overcoded, it continues to proliferate, and will always rebound through rupture of lines of flight.





112

As such, they recognize the mutual reproduction of tracings to maps or trees to

grass, but at the same time, they express discomfort in their capacity to propagate

powerfiil redundancies. That is, tracings become dangerous when they reproduce the

map/rhizome under the false impression that it is "reproducing something else", when it

is "in fact only reproducing itself (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 13). In regards to the

family, the general state of affairs in the actual/common-sense world seems to be, "You

must conform, or else live with^^ your choice(?)^^ to dissent"". Thus, the ideal tracing of

the family in dominant culture is a redundancy that becomes dangerous as it continually

reproduces itself, obscures free thought, and discourages the possibility of any

alternatives for the family. It is the tree obscuring the growth of grass in our minds.

In the very same way, when we continually cancel out intensities for extensities,

we surrender ourselves to the actualization of sense and "become enslaved by the

meanings of the actual and incapable of opening to the sense of the virtual" (M0lbak,

2007, p. 479). In other words, Deleuze warns that by allowing our "intensive difference"

to gain meaning as an "extensive identity", we are "slowing down the thou^t process"

and bring the possible infinitive to an end (Melbak, 2007, p. 478). Our view of the family

in the actual/common-sense world'^, therefore, is obstructed by the dominant nuclear

family because it is the representative extensity covering our intensive capacity for

'' Speaking in reference to the external lived with family, as opposed to the internalized lived by

ideal family.
'* When I say choice(?), I am mimicking the commonly held traditionalist perception of non-

traditional families, that is, that they have made the choice to be "other than" the "chosen family".

Shlessinger (2000) illustrates the traditionalist opinion of family when she argued that with the exception of

those who have suffered a "death of a spouse, severe illness, or abandonment", others who have chosen the

non-traditional family forms are selfish, wrong, and non-normal (p. 7).

" Dissenters from the nuclear family ideal (i.e., non-traditional families), are subject to a wide

range of covert and overt family form discrimination.

'* Where infinite possibilities of the family exist as the majority
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thought. Moreover, it is due to its ability to cover rhizomorphous/free thought that makes

it difficult to think outside of its ideal construction.

Essentially, both Deleuze and Guattari (1987) are weary of the stagnation of

thought created by the redundancy of overgrown trees and blanketing extensities, because

they betray our capacity to think or act differently or outside the box of dominant culture:

We're tired of trees. We should stop believing in trees, roots, and radicles.

They've made us suffer too much. All of arborescent culture is founded on them.
(p.l5)

To this end, it is not so much a problem of doing away with tracings or trees

completely, but rather a "question ofmethod" ofhow to put the tracings "back on the

map" in an effort to reverse dangerous redundancies (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 13).

As they say, "it is so important to try the other, reverse but non-symmetrical, operation"

of plugging the "tracings back into the map, connect the roots or trees back up with a

rhizome" (p. 14). As we resituate our tracings and connect trees back to the rhizome we

open them up to possible lines of flight.

But I still remain puzzled by our (unquestioned) affiliation toward the nuclear

family ideal tracing despite the fact that it is outnumbered^^ by other family forms. It

seems to me, that to strive for an idealized standard that is attained by such a relative few,

seems so counter-intuitive to our well-being. Deleuze and Guattari (1987) shed some well

needed light on this confusing issue by addressing the complex notions ofmajority and

minority.

Majority and Minority

''
Statistics Canada 2006 Census found that "[mjarried people are in the minority in Canada for

the first time" with "51.5 per cent of people over age 15 [remaining] unmarried" (CBC, 2007). Further

pertinent details from the report indicate that "the number of common-law families surged 18.9 percent

since 2001, to nearly 1.4 million families" and "26 per cent of families with children are headed by a single

parent" (CBC, 2007).
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According to Deleuze and Guattari (1987), simple quantitative measures will not

adequately explain the opposition between majority and minority. Why? It is because the

majority will always imply a constant expression or content and serve as a standard

measure for which to contrast and compare, despite being outnumbered by the minority

(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). Hence, my puzzlement regarding the strange affiliation

toward the nuclear family ideal despite a less numerous quantitative expression, can be

extracted and questioned from a theoretical perspective.

Deleuze and Guattari (1 987) illustrate how a strange affiliation to the majority

defies quantitative logic by highlighting how one version of"man" (the "average adult-

white-heterosexual-European-male-speaking a standard language") is considered the

majority despite being outnumbered by "mosquitoes, children, women, blacks, peasants,

homosexuals, etc." (p. 105). The question then becomes: Why and how does this

particular version of "man" acquire the status as the "obvious" majority, despite being

less numerous relative to other determinations (p. 105)? In other terms, how does it come

to pass that "a determination different from that of the constant will therefore be

considered minoritarian, by nature and regardless ofnumber" (p. 105)?

In the words of Deleuze and Guattari (1987), it is because this "version" of

"man"^ "appears twice, once in the constant and again in the variable from which the

constant is extracted" (p. 105). Additional explanations they offer point to how the

majority assumes both: (1) "a state ofpower and domination"; (2) the status of "the

standard measure", "not the other way around" (p. 105). That is, the majoritarian

"versions" of"man" or "the family" attain their dominance and standardization by

^ That is, the "average adult-white-heterosexual-European-male-speaking a standard language"

(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 105).
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assuming itself as such. In this way, the majoritarian version of "man" (the "average

adult-white-heterosexual-European-male-speaking a standard language") is not unlike the

majoritarian version the "the family" (the nuclear family ideal), thus, the same (counter-

intuitive) "logic" applies. We are strangely afflicted to conform to what is considered the

majority, despite its less numerous representation, due to its (hegemonic) power to

persuade us of its dominance. Yet, we aiepersuaded in such a way, that we believe we

have the freedom to choose otherwise.

The (Illusion of) Freedom to Choose Otherwise

Deleuze and Guattari (1987) make the observation that we are often under the

illusion that we have freedom of choice. To illustrate, they point to the electoral process

wherein we believe we have the freedom to choose, but in actuality, we are given

(privileged with) a choice "on the condition that [our] choice conform to the limits of the

constant ('you mustn't choose to change society...')" (p. 105). Hence, we are free to

choose to conform to the majority, and this assimilation process is no different for the

family. As members of "the family", we each are drawn in by the need to conform to the

majoritarian^' ideal. As such, each family member engages in any number of normalizing

activities in order to attain, maintain, assimilate to(ward) the majoritarian ideal object of

family in dominant culture.

I have addressed some of these conforming/normalizing activities on two levels.

On the societal level, I noted the way the psy-complex disciplines normalized

*' Synonymous with the nuclear family ideal; the internalized synthesis of the family (Laing,

1969); the ideal tracing of the family also known as the dominant tree of the family (Deleuze «fe Guattari,

1987).
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interventions into the family by taking the main stage as judiciary and state powers

remained in the background. On the family level, I highlighted Laing's (1969) notion of

the transpersonal acts of mystification that family members use in order to maintain the

internalized tracing of the shared family synthesis^^.

-^ Even with the knowledge that the majority is actually outnumbered by what is

thought to be the minority, we still engage in acts of conformity. But the odds are stacked

against us from the start, and we are set up for failure. More often than not, the family

will fail to meet the external expectations projected from the psy-complex or the

pressures of the dominant culture. In turn, family members will engage in the

transpersonal defence processes of mystification until, eventually, more often than not,

they strain or shatter the shared family synthesis. Overall, the danger lies in how the

family and its members come to feel that: (1) they are failures to themselves, (2) they

have failed each other, and/or (3) that they have failed to meet the expectations of the

dominant culture.

Climate Primed for Family Failure: Part II

It is the feelings of failure and lack that concern me the most, whether they are

transpersonal acts between and among family members, or projected upon the

family by dominant culture. What I have found is that these feelings of failure and
lack in the family can be related directly to Deleuze's original problem of sense.

Deleuze states that our meanings arise from endless unthought pre-suppositions.

Therefore, in order for a family to feel failure, there must be a pre-supposed

condition that imposes a feeling of lack in the first place!

*^ Parker (1997) observes how psy-complex professionals, ranging from "psychology, psychiatry,

psychoanalysis, social work, governmental agencies" (p. 7), govern "what abnormal emotional and correct

mental functioning looks and feels like, and how child-care and family processes should be described and

relayed to mothers and fathers" (pp. 3-4).

*' Laing (1969) states that each family member feels secure in the family, to the degree they

imagine the other family members to share their same internalized family.





117

Allow me to further illustrate what I mean:

In order for a non-nuclear family to feel/gain their extensive identity as a

non-ideal family, they must presuppose the condition existence of the

nuclear family ideal.

The opposite is also true...

_ In order for a nuclear family to feel/gain their extensive identity as an ideal

family, they must presuppose the existence of their own ideal status as the

majority, and they must also presuppose the notion of the non-ideal family.

And so, the presupposition of a traditional/ideal/functional family incites the non-

traditional/non-ideal/dysfunctional family to feel lack; a feeling of lack that

emanates out of the part(s) that are missing from the traditional biological whole.

For the family who lacks the status of the ideal family object of the actual world,

there is a desire to acquire what is missing. In turn, the ideal traditional family

object depends on the family's "essence of lack" in order to continually produce its

"very nature as a real entity", thus, desire is what fuels this continual process.

World - Perceptions = Nothing: Part II

Allow me to further flesh out the parallel to Deleuze's problem of sense by

revisiting my thesis' introductory discussion and formulaic equation related to the

blank art canvas. Ifyou recall, I mentioned that I attended a symposium wherein

the speaker suggested that an art canvas represents nothing until it acquires

meaning though the perceptions of an observer.

Now, I (re)cognize that the art canvas is not unlike anything else appearing as an

extensive object in this actual/common-sense world,in fact, I can (re)apply the

previous formulaic equation:

World - Perceptions = Nothing

Extending this equation with the notion that the family construct means nothing

until it acquires meaning from the perceptions of the observer.

World - Perceptions of the Family = Nothing

Furthermore, in Deleuzian language pertaining to the problem of sense, I

reformulate this equation to I suggest that perceptions are synonymous with

presuppositions.
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World - Presuppositions of the Family = Nothing

My reformulation leads me to wonder: If post-modern thinking suggests that what
remains in the nothing are taken-for-granted truths, then:

Is it even possible to gain freedom from the dominating extensive lived by nuclear

family ideal?

Can we unthink what is already unthought?

Can we rethink the majority by becoming (re)cognizant of the minority?

Does this require the (impossible?) challenge of (re)cognizing what is the

(unthought) pseudo-majority?

Minoritarian: The Becoming ofthe Family

What do I mean by unthinking the unthought? What does rethinking the majority

by discovering the position of the minority mean? What I am asking is: How does the

nuclear family form attain the position of majoritarian ideal in dominant culture, despite

the fact that it is outnumbered by innumerable minoritarian forms of the family? Deleuze

and Guattari (1987) confirm humanity's tendency to wildly inflate the prevalence of the

majoritarian relative to the minoritarian. The majoritarian standard, they observe, is

already at the representative threshold, in other words, it is without question the "Fact of

Nobody" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 106). In essence, the nuclear family as the

majoritarian ideal is considered the (pseudo) majority, the unquestioned fact of nobody,

regardless of its sparse representation in relation to the extensive expressions of

minoritarian forms of the family.

Knowing that we tend to misconstrue how prevalent the nuclear family is: Can we

rethink/unthink its position as the (pseudo) majority ideal version of the family? Deleuze

and Guattari (1987) believe that we can, ifwe start to recognize the minoritarian
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expressions of the family "as a potential, creative and created, becoming" (p. 106). By

recognizing the minoritarian families as infinite potential, creation, and becoming,

perhaps it is possible to reconsider the notions of failure and lack associated with the

minoritarian position. I suggest that we can reconsider the notions of family failure and

lack by promoting a state ofbecoming.

Becoming

Becoming is the state in which we allow ourselves to exist, neither in the virtual

past nor the actual present, but, in the contemplations of "difference between the two, by

releasing the movement of the infinitive" (Molbak, 2007, p. 484). In this space of

becoming, there is no beginning and there is no end^, therefore we do not lack because

we are in a place of excess (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). Without a feeling of lack, the

feeling of failure also becomes non-existent for the fact that they pre-supposed each other

in the first place.

In this way, the minoritarian expressions of the family are less thought of as non-

ideal, and more thought of as "the becoming of everybody, and that becoming is

creation" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 106). How can I suggest that minoritarian

families are the becoming of everybody? Because the minoritarian (infinite) expressions

of the family represent the epitome of continuous variation, as such, they constitute "the

becoming-minoritarian of everybody^^" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 106). This leads

Deleuze and Guattari (1987) to state:

^ A line ofbecoming negates any point(s) of origin because it "has neither beginning nor end,

departure nor arrival, origin nor destination", instead, it has "only a middle" of infinite speeds of movement

(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 293).
*^ As Deleuze and Guattari (1987) point out, becoming-minoritarian is in opposition to the

"majoritarian Fact ofNobody", in fact, "there is no becoming-majoritarian; majority is never becoming" (p.

106).
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"All becoming is minoritarian." (p. 106)

The minoritarian families are the amplitude/intensity that "continually oversteps

the representative threshold of the majoritarian standard, by excess or default" (Deleuze

& Guattari, 1987, p. 106). Thus, minoritarian families are always in a state of infinitive

becoming, as opposed to the nuclear family ideal that is arborfied as an extensive object

in the actual worid. As Deleuze and Guattari (1987) observe:

[A]rborescence is the submission of the line [ofbecoming] to the point [while]

[b]ecoming is the movement by which the line frees itself from the point, and
renders points indiscernible, (p. 294)

As such, the minoritarian families should never ever strive to attain or acquire the

majoritaian standard (nuclear family ideal)! Because, in doing so, minoritarian families

are submitting themselves as a point into arborescence and no longer in a state of

becoming.

Deleuze and Guattari (1987) suggest that we can bring forth "the powers of

becoming*^" by erecting the "universal figure of minoritarian" which represents pure

autonomous and revolutionary becoming (p. 106). By celebrating the universal figure of

minoritarion (infinite expressions of the family on the map) as continuous variation, we

are in essence celebrating the freedom of thought through the deterritorialization of the

lines of segmentarity, and the rupturing lines of flight back into the of the rhizome/map.

Thus, as Molbak (2007) points out: "Deleuze wants us to rupture, not to

strengthen" the tracings/trees/territorialisation of the rhizome/map, because they will only

lead "us to miss the essential: the genesis of the act of thought" (Deleuze as cited by

Molbak, 2007, p. 480). But the question then becomes: How does Deleuze suggest we

rupture? That is: How do we weaken the sfrength or rupture the tracings/frees on our

** Deleuze and Guattari state that the powers ofbecoming "belong to a different realm from that of

Power and Domination" (p. 106).
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rhizome/map? How does one (re)gain a freedom of thought from a (pseudo) majority of

the family ideal? These questions, of course, become the basis of what might be a

construction of a Deleuzian therapy.

""'
Deleuzian Approaches to Therapy

Malbak (2007) presents very preliminary suggestions as to what a Deleuzian

approach to psychotherapy might involve. The premise of the article, therefore, is not

aimed at any one specific psychological issue or particular mode of clientele (i.e.,

individual or group). Nor does the article implicate specific practices or techniques

because that is antithetical to everything Deleuze has thought out in the context of his,

and the literature he has co-written with Guattari. What can be extracted from the Melbak

(2007) article, however, is that a Deleuzian approach to therapy requires a re-thinking of

what therapy is.

Such an approach would require a great deal of reconsidering pre-suppositions for

what they actually are, that is, pre-supposed meanings based on continuously more and

more pre-suppositions. In this way, a Deleuzian approach to therapy would be aimed at

extricating people, or detangling the family, from their "current enslavement to the

principles of lack" by recognizing the way that their identity has been pre-

destined/chosen and grounded by the dominant culture of the extensive and actual world

(M0lbak, 2007, p. 484). With this in mind, the ultimate goal of a Deleuzian approach to

therapy would be "to make sense circulate freely again outside" of the constraining

notions of the (pseudo) majority (Melbak, 2007, p. 485).
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We All Have Two Families: Part II

Once again, I return to the statement written by Gillis (1996):

we all have two families, the one that we live with and the other that we live

by. (p. xv)

Although I have stated that the lived with family is external and the lived by family

is internal, I argue that they are both grounded in what Deleuze calls the actual

world. After all, it is in the actual world where the lived with family presents to us

as reality, moreover, as an extensive object of the actual world, the lived by nuclear

family imposes its position as the ideal upon/over our lived with family realities.

On the other hand, I suggest the differential/multiplicious/minoritarian capacity

of our lived with family, brings it closer, not in distance but in its in(tensity), to the

virtual world.

Recall that between the actual and virtual world is the difference-in-itself, a place

where thought flows in response to the tension produced by the varying speeds of

the virtual and the actual world. This means that:

As lines flow closer to the actual world, they slow down, get more extensive.

As lines flow closer to the virtual world, they speed up, get more intensive.

Because of the capacity of the lived with family to be more differential, I argue that

it flows closer to the virtual world than the lived by family, but is prevented from a

state of becoming as a virtual intensity because it is grounded as an extensive

object in the actual world.

What would a family-becoming, or becoming-family look like? Allow me to

speculate:

Becoming-Family

In the space of difference-in-itself, the moment of the happening, or in the state of

becoming, I suggest that we could no longer say that the family used to be healthy (ideal),

but is now dysfunctional (non-ideal), or vice versa. For in order for them to become one

or the other to begin, we must continually affirm their previous state (ideal/non-ideal) and

current state (ideal/non-ideal) status simultaneously. In the state ofbecoming, the family,
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any form of family, can "transcend the present" by overturning its priority, and if they

keep overturning it they can "postpone the moment of [their] actualization as a particular

identifiable subject" (M0lbak, 2007, p. 478) (i.e., as functional/ideal, or,

dysfiinctional/non-ideal).

But why return to the commonsense world at all?: Part IV

At this point, as I have just explicated preliminary thoughts about what could be
considered a family-becoming, one could ask: is this a realistic approach to rethinking

the family and constructing a therapy?

I would counter argue that these preliminary thoughts about a family-becoming, and
a Deleuzian approach to therapy, are no more unrealistic than the very dominant
ideals that enslave the family to the actual world's ideal version of the family, and the

subsequent feelings of lack and failure that lead the family to therapy in the first

place.

It all comes back to my ongoing question(s) about the common-sense/actual world:

What is a common sense world? And why is it necessary to return to it for a

therapeutic effect? But it seems to me that a return to what ever is the common-
sense world, would negate the state of becoming. So where do I go?

Deleuze and Cuattari (1987) state that to do away with the common-sense world, is

to release your being to the rapid speeds of the infinitive into a state of becoming.

Moreover, a pure state of becoming entails living in a pure state of chaos^'', a state

that even Deleuze and Cuattari (1994) caution against maintaining indefinitely^*:

We require just a little order to protect us from the chaos.

(Deleuze & Guattari, 1994, p. 201)

*' In their collaborative book. What is Philosophy?, Deleuze and Guattari (1994) state that:

"Chaos is defined not so much by its disorder as by the indefinite speed with which every form taking

shape in it vanishes. It is a void that is not a nothingness but a virtual, containing all possible particles and

drawing out all possible forms, which spring up only to disappear immediately, without consistency or

reference, without consequence. Chaos is an infinite speed of birth and disappearance" (p. 118).
** Deleuze and Guattari (1994) describe the experience of living in a state of chaos: "Nothing is

more distressing that a thought that escapes itself, than ideas that fly off, that disappear hardly formed,

already eroded by forgetfijlness or precipitated into others that we no longer master. These are infinite

variabilities, the appearing and disappearing of which coincide. They are the infinite speeds that blend into

the immobility of the colorless and silent nothingness they traverse, without nature or thought" (p. 201).
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Once again, I am brought to the point that I ask: Is there a "happy medium" between
chaos and the common-sense/actual world?

A Little Order/Chaos

Within the context of his article, Malbak (2007) takes into account that a little

order, in the form of repression, is not all bad because "it is a way for us to slow down the

infinite speeds of the virtual in the face of a differential life that threatens to overwhelm

us" (p. 485). As such, "to construct a Deleuzian psychotherapy is neither to do away with

repression nor to seek to reify it, but to allow just enough reaction so that we may become

able to actualize the sense of the virtual without becoming enslaved or destroyed by it"

(Molbak, 2007, pp. 486-87). In this way, it would be a "therapy of dual or variable

speeds, in which the question to be answered is: How slow or how fast a life do we want?

(p. 487)"

A "Healthy" Dose of Chaos/Non-sense?

Perhaps this is the "happy medium" I have been seeking? That is, to (re)produce and

(re)connect to some of the structure (found in trees and tracings) while retaining just

a little bit of chaos?
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Dan Goodley: Rhizome/Parents

Certainly, other authors have taken the same bold step as M0lbak (2007) to

describe how Deleuze and Guattari's^^ philosophical perspectives and how they can be

applied specifically to therapeutic contexts^". I specifically chose to discuss Dan

Goodley' s (2007) article, Becoming Rhizomatic Parents: Deleuze, Guattari and Disabled

Babies, because it relates closely to this thesis about the family construct. More

specifically, it parallels my suggestion of a family-becoming as resistance to the

dominant knowledges idealization of the majoritarian nuclear family. In the context of his

article, Goodley (2007) addresses what might be called the becoming ofparents of

children with disabilities for the resistance to "a whole host of disability knowledges" (p.

146).

Goodley (2007) uses Deleuzoguattarian concepts to explicate how parents of

children with disabilities can manoeuvre themselves around the dominant knowledges of

their lived existence by becoming rhizomes. He literally describes parents as a "global

phenomena" that should be considered rhizomes due to their capacity for infinite

multiplicity. This description of parents as rhizomes parallels my description of the

infinite lived with expressions of the family as existing on the rhizome/map. He also

" Guattari, a psychoanalyst himself, wrote extensively on therapy in writings such as Molecular

Revolution: Psychiatry and Politics (1984) and The Three Ecologies (2000).
™ Skott-Myhre (2005) wrote specifically about a Deleuzian approach to therapeutic encounters in

his article: Towards a Minortarian Psychology ofImmanence and a Psychotherapy ofFlight: Political

Meditations on the Society ofControl. Briefly, Skott-Myhre (2005) suggests that a "psychotherapy of

flight" is "radically and overtly revolutionary in nature" and would be concerned with "the 'healing'

entailed in the alternative ontology of the minority" (p. 54). In this "minoritarian psychology of immanence

or psychotherapy of flight", therapy is an "encounter of potential" that "points the way out, reveals nothing

and in fleeing closes the entrances off behind itself until, finally, "we become everyone "that is to say no-

on; which is to say no-thing" (p. 57).

Moreover, Skott-Myhre, H., Skott-Myhre J., Skott Myhre K. and Harris R. (2004) co-wrote a

chapter pertaining to a Deleuzian approach to therapy called Radical youth work: Creating and becoming

everyone in Tom Strong's book Furthering Talk: Advances in the discursive therapies.





126

recognizes the same persistent threat of arborescence or reterritoriahzation for parents, as

I have for the family:

Rhizomes face blocks: strata are unavoidable. Inevitably, parents encounter

organizations that threaten to 'restratify everything, that reinstall the order of
significance and propositions. (Goodley, 2007, p. 150)

—^" Goodley (2007) continues to say that parents who remain rhizomes are able to

steer away from the dangers of arborescence or reterritorializations that "threaten to bind

their children and their lives to old oaks" (p. 150). Thus, there "are exciting possibilities

for rhizomes/parents" of children with disabilities because no longer are they bound by

the dominant knowledges instructing their lives. Goodley's (2007) description ofhow

parents become rhizomes or becoming-parents, will provide insight into how the family

can get into a state ofbecoming-family.

Firstly, he acknowledges that becoming-parent would entail embracing

uncertainty of the present with "seemingly scant regard for past and future" which would,

in turn, demonstrate resistance the dominant knowledges threatening their

reterritoriahzation (Goodley, 2007. p. 155). Secondly, Goodley (2007) concurs with

Deleuze and Guattari (1994), that a smidgen of order is required to protect us fi"om never-

ending nomadism, or chaos. As such, Goodley (2007) adds, "a fiirther aspect of

becoming to consider in relation to parents is appropriation" (p. 1 55).

Appropriation, he suggests, allows parents to "self-fashion" their lives (p. 1 56), or

in other wor(l)ds, to keep some aspects of the common-sense/actual world while retaining

some of the infmite/chaotic/virtual world. In essence, parents do not totally escape the

repression or "imprisonment ofpowerful totalizing discourses" but gains freedom fi-om

them in other ways that are meaningful to them (Goodley, 2007, p. 156). In such a self-
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fashioned life, "it becomes possible to say. . .that one is not free in prison, but can

nevertheless achieve freedom there" (Buchanan as cited by Goodley, 2007, p. 156).

Life for rhizome/parents, therefore, essentially becomes a life of experimentation. A

continuous experiment, a constant creation, an endless question of self-fashioning of

when "to be" in the actual world, and when transcend into the virtual. According to

Goodley (2007), what this approach to life means for parents of children with disabilities

is an augmentation of their family's humanity through "celebrating their ongoing

becomings" (p. 156). This is not unlike Deleuze and Guattari's (1987) celebration of

becoming (continuous multiplicity or variation) by erecting the universal figure of

minoritarion who represents the autonomous and revolutionary becoming of everybody.

Whether it is Deleuze and Guattari's (1987) state ofbecoming or Goodley's (2007)

suggestion to self-fashion, 1 argue that both concepts not only permit, but encourage a life

of continuous experimentation.

What do the concepts of becoming and self-fashioning mean for people/therapists

who work with parents and the family? In the context of his article, Goodley (2007)

suggests that therapists apply these Deleuzoguattarian concepts in order to help parents

enhance resistance to dominant disability knowledges, and empower their ability to pick

and choose aspects of the dominant culture (i.e., medical or psychological practices) that

work for them. I argue that the same Deleuzoguattarian concepts can be applied to all

family expressions in order to enhance their resistance to the dominant knowledge that

falsely portray the family as a stable construct (that is, the extensive object of the

idealized nuclear family). Finally, and most pertinent, Goodley (2007) sees the value in

applying Deleuzoguattarian concepts when working with parents and the family, because
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they "promote an attitude that embraces uncertainty rather than dismissing it as naivety

on the part of particular people or the lack of allegiance to a specific view of life" (p.

157).

Dismissing (a life of) Uncertainty as Na ve and Irresponsible

It is beyond words that I had encountered this particular quote today. As I near the

end of this chapter and thesis, 1 am once again steadied by simultaneous blasts of

knowledge that steady my gaze and I achieve a briefmoment of clarity.

Ifyou recall, I had previously realized that my externally lived with family evolved

much faster than my internally lived by notion of the family - which basically

meant that it took longer for my internal feelings about my lived by family to

"catch up" with the rapidly changing circumstances ofmy lived with family.

For reasons inexplicable, the above quote by Goodley (2007) sparked a new parallel

to yet another earlier realization I experienced regarding the variable speeds of the

lived with and lived by family. I suggested that my lived with family flows rapidly as

its proximity is closer to the infinitive of the virtual world, while the lived by family

ideal flows slower because it becomes stratified as an ideal object in the slowness

of the actual world.

Now, a new realization has dawned that I can clearly see: I have already lived what
Molbak (2007) refers to as a life ofvariable speeds! My external lived with family

evolved faster than my internal lived by notion of the family because it flows closer

to the infinitive speed of the uncertainty of life. My feelings of lack and failure can,

therefore, be traced to my attempt to slow the infinitive. To remain connected to

the common-sense/actual world's idealized extensive object of the nuclear family

ideal.

Finally, I speculate that the delay between my lived with and by family pertains

directly to the na ve attitude Goodley (2007) speaks of in the previous quote. That

is, I may have taken on the attitude that it is irresponsible to live a life that

embraces the uncertainty of the present and has little regard for the past or ftiture.

Perhaps my negative/hesitant attitude toward the uncertainty of life, resulted in

my fight to slow down the infinite speed (uncertainty/unpredictability) ofmy lived

with family.
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The Mourning Period

Faced with having to let my lived by internal image/tracing go, I hesitated to

accept the circumstances ofmy lived with family. I fought against releasing it to

the infinitive speed of the virtual. I was not ready. Internally, I held onto the lived

by family in an effort to slow down my lived with family circumstances. Part of this

fight to slow down the infinitive ofmy lived with family was a mourning period. I

mourned for the piece ofmy biological nuclear family that was missing, my
biological father.

Missing from the family ideal/tree, was the limb ofmy biological father. Yet he
remain(s/ed) extensive as a phantom limb, connected to me by a root system that

grew incrementally weaker over time due to a lack of nourishment. It is through
this phantom limb, that my lived by family was able to remain extensive in my
mind as the lost ideal. This lost lived by ideal dictated how I felt about my lived

with family circumstances.

In the early days immediately following the divorce, the connection was still fresh

and the feelings I felt about his tearing away were insurmountable. Not only did I

experience feelings of inexplicable failure and lack because I was no longer part of

a biological and ideal whole, I felt that it was taken away by the force of his choice.

I Wanted to Believe

I wanted to believe otherwise. I wanted to believe that he left for any other reason

except by choice. Most importantly, I wanted to believe that he really felt guilt and

remorse for leaving us. I wanted to believe that he felt just as bad as I did.

I cried only once in his presence after the divorce. It was the first night my brother

and I slept over at his new bachelor apartment. He got furiously upset with me and

said that there was no reason to be so sad because I am with my father. But it was

not his words that stopped my tears. It was the look in his eyes. I saw deep sadness

and profound guilt... at least, that is what I wanted to believe...

Nameable Drama/Cemented Life

Years of holding back tears and the feelings of sadness from my father, meant that

other aspects and relationships in my life suffered. I was angry and sad most of the

time. There were times that I felt that my sadness/anger were justifiable. But most

of the time, I felt like I was "Being a baby" and I should "Just get over it already".
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Oscillating between these two feelings was both confusing for me, and for those

around me. I often felt sad, angry and insecure, but not being able to explain in

words exactly why. Therefore, I thrived on drama, any drama, just so that I could

have a "nameable" reason to be sad and angry. It didn't matter what it was, I just

needed a drama that I could name.

Not only did my family members accept the brunt of this sadness and anger, but
also my early intimate relationships. Whether it was my mother or my first love, I

latched on to these people, and held onto them what felt like dear life. I stifled and
attempted to manipulate and control them staying with me. I would get jealous

and anxious if they had other close friends. I wanted them all to myself Insatiably

insecure, these acts created the drama that I needed in order to name and blame.

As I look back to those years, I can see that it was all in an effort to cement in place

a life that was certain and predictable. I wanted to have a person, just one person

that I could depend on to be there forever.

Eventually, I learned that no amount of manipulation can make forever happen. A
whole series of "after-school television specials" could be produced based on the

attempts I made to slow down and cement a life of certainty! One could be

premised on my early tumultuous marriage to my first love, for instance, and all

the subsequent unpredictable events that led to its demise. What a lesson to learn,

and learn from!

Until now I dealt in fear

These years ofcloak and dagger

Have left us disappeared

(Good, 2003)

Despite the fact that all my attempts to cement a life of certainty would inevitably

end in my disappointment (because life is uncertain and people are unpredictable)

I do not have any regrets. I believe that I did the very best that I could in each

moment/phase ofmy life. I forgive myself for the "mistakes" I made. I can see now
that all those acts and events were a reflection of the sadness and anger I felt.

Although these events backfired, they were the evidence of a struggle. A struggle

to slow down my life, to a more comfortable/manageable speed^, a speed that

flowed closer to my internalized lived by idea ofwhat family life should be.

It took time, and what many may consider "bad choices", but I eventually started

to accept that life is uncertain and unpredictable. I gradually learned that no

amount of mystification could slow life down and make it predictable. I

^' Recall that Melbak (2007) suggests that a "therapy of dual or variable speeds" would involve

asking the question: How slow or how fast a life do we want? (p. 487)"
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incrementally released myself to the infinitive. Not only did I gain fi-eedom from
the tracing/tree ofmy extensive lived by family, but also, I gained the abiHty to

deal with the remaining haunt of the phantom limb ofmy biological father.

What role, if any, did therapy play in this gradual acceptance?

Early Experiences in Therapy

Intermittently throughout my childhood, adolescence, and early twenties I was a

consumer of various forms of psychological therapy.

One particular visit to a therapist comes to mind that is representative of most of

my therapeutic experiences as a child. Although the description is limited and
subject to the fallibility ofmy memory and perceptions, I believe that it captures

the essence of my childhood therapeutic experiences.

"He just didn't get me!" I recall of the psychologist that I visited as a young
girl of eleven or twelve years.

Sitting in a stiff leather chair in his dark, stuffy office, he sat and looked at

me from across the huge oak desk. He asked me question after question, all

ofwhich did not seem at all relevant, for instance:

"Tell me Korinne, what is your favourite colour?" ...only in the next breath

to ask... "What is it that you dislike about your step-dad?"

I remember thinking... "When did I say I dislike my step-dad? I like him!

He is not the problem, I am just sad. Why can't I just be left alone to be

sad?"

"This guy just doesn't seem to get me at all, nor did it seem like he was

trying to!"

What would be different?: Part III

What would have been different if I, as a child, had been a consumer of therapy

that involved Deleuzoguattarian concepts? Would I have been asked the same

questions that seem to be based on the pre-suppositions and assumptions of the

therapist? Would I still have felt so misunderstood and alone? In my late teens and
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early twenties, would I have still acted in ways that essentially tried to slow my life

down?

Most importantly: I wonder if I would have accepted the infinite speed ofmy life,

and lived with family circumstances sooner?

A Self-Fashioned Life

Recall Goodley' s (2007) suggestion that appropriation allows one to "become
active, [in order] to self-fashion" a life that keeps some aspects of the actual world
while retaining some of the virtual world (p. 156). Deleuze and Guattari (1987)

concur with Goodley (2007), stating that staying somewhat stratified (organized,

signified, and subjected) "is not the worst that can happen" (p. 161). But there are

no guidelines as to how to self-fashion your life. There are no instructions or

standardized approach. Each and every self-fashioned life must make its own path.

Personally, I picture a self-fashioned life like a ship at sea. It sets sail in a general

direction, but is always free to alter that route. It loads on/in selected cargo, but

can unload or throw overboard if it starts to feel toxic, harmful, or unsatisfying. I

picture this ship as engaged in a life that accepts that life's waters are uncertain

and unpredictable. Most importantly, I imagine that this ship is aware that it does

not lack and has the freedom to alter routes, throw overboard toxic cargo, and live

a life of uncertainty without feeling irresponsible!

How can I apply this concept to the family and therapeutic contexts?

Family Therapy(?)

Although it has been my dream to work with families, there are two key aspects

about being a therapist that I feel tremendously uncomfortable with: first, I will be

in a position of dominance where I can deem families as dysfunctional; and

second, I will be considered an expert of human behaviour.

In other words, I am afraid of becoming just like that therapist that I visited as a

child. I do not want to work with families and children under the contention that

they are dysfunctional and that I as an expert know exactly why. Most crucially, I

do not want to make assumptions or ask questions that are based on my own
presuppositions about their lives.
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That being said, my perspective is not unlike that of radical psychiatrists and other

prominent postmodern therapists who valiantly shared their discomfort with the

hierarchical and power dynamics that develop inevitably between clients and the

therapist. Thus, I turn to their perspectives to gain insight into how 1 can self-

fashion an approach to family therapy that, as Goodley (2007) suggests, keeps

some aspects of the actual world while retaining some of the virtual world (p. 156).

In this way, I can discuss ways to accommodate some aspects of dominant culture

(for instance, employer expectations) while still retaining some aspects of the

virtual world. Ultimately, I cannot predict how I will react in specific "real world"

situations, but I feel that this final exploration will be helpful so that I can have

some basic navigational tools for my future career.

Self-Fashioning an Approach to Family Therapy

As a future practitioner or therapist working with all expressions of the family,

there are two key areas that I am most concerned: first, I will be in a position of

dominance that I can deem families as dysfunctional; and second, I will be considered an

expert ofhuman behaviour.

Dealing with the Ability to Deem a Family Dysfunctional

If you recall, the ultimate goal of a Deleuzian approach to therapy is "to make

sense circulate freely again outside" of the constraining notions of the (pseudo) majority

(Malbak, 2007, p. 485). As I self-fashion an approach to my work with families, I extract

from this Deleuzian approach and make my ultimate goal to promote freedom of thought

from the binary notions of an ideal/functional or non-ideal/dysfunctional family.

Although releasing the family from these constraining dualisms has been my aim

all along, I am deeply concerned that my surrounding dominant culture (including my

employer and the families themselves) will encourage me to engage in such divisionary

acts. How can I prepare myself to deal with the pressure to determine a family as non-

ideal/dysfunctional?

\
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Ifwe follow the logic of sense proposed by Deleuze, in order to suggest that there

is a non-ideal or dysfunctional family at all, we must presuppose the existence of an ideal

or functional family in the first place. Where do such dominating pre-suppositions arise?

Narrative therapists, Michael White and David Epston (1990), suggest that dominant

culture engrains in us presuppositions or truths in the form of grand narratives, for

instance, the story that an ideal and perfect family exists and is represented by the nuclear

family form. In order to prepare myself for the pressure to determine a family as non-

ideal or dysfunctional, I need to accept that this grand narrative is not going anywhere (at

least for now), and my role is to help families to re-author a story that more accurately

reflects and empowers them.

Narrative therapy is a complimentary and viable possibility to consider because it

addresses head on dominant totalizing stories that are harmfiil and can disallow the space

for another more preferred story. In fact, as Michael White and David Epston (1990)

point out, families and individuals most often present themselves to therapy because they:

feel situated in stories that others have about [them] and [their] relationships, and

that these stories are dominant to the extent that they allow insufficient space for

the performance of the person's preferred stories. Or. . .[they are] actively

participating in the performance of stories that [they] find unhelpful, unsatisfying,

and dead-ended, and that these stories do not sufficiently encapsulate the person's

lived experience or are very significantly contradicted by important aspects of the

person's lived experience, (p. 14)

My role, therefore, is not to keep families situated in stories that, for one reason or

another, are not working for them. Instead, my role is to enable families to re-author^^

and perform new meanings and possibilities that all members will "experience as more

helpful, satisfying, and open-ended" (White & Epston, 1990, p. 15). Already, I can

^^ See White and Epston (1990) for specific narrative therapy techniques that include finding

unique outcomes, externalizing the problem, re-authoring, and recruiting external audiences.
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foresee that conflicts will arise between what dominant society deems dysfiinctional/ideal

(including the perspective of employers) and what the family is re-authoring as more

acceptable to them as a story for their lives. Certainly there will be specific problems that

will require me to step into the realm of the modernist actual world. For instance, White

and Epston (1990) acknowledge that problems such as "violence and sexual abuse"

cannot be externalized and re-authored because this only leaves the clients open to further

oppression (p. 49). In these, and other instances of oppression, they suggest that the

therapist address the underlying "attitudes and beliefs that appear to compel the violence,

and strategies that maintain persons in their subjugation, for example, secrecy and

isolation" (White & Epston, 1990, p. 49).

The above scenario is a perfect example ofwhere a self-fashioned approach to

family therapy will help me to discern when to draw upon aspects of the actual world and

my employer expectations, or when to remain on the side of the virtual. As such,

regardless of what therapeutic setting I find myself in, I can incorporate (self-fashion)

aspects of narrative therapy into my work with families. By personally operating from the

general narrative theoretical perspective, wherein there is no one truth or totalizing story

or view of the ideal family, my concern about categorizing families as dysfunctional is

eased because the narrative perspective works against the dominant dysfunctional story

through techniques such as re-authoring. Finally, no matter what venue I find myself

working in, I can incorporate White and Epston' s (1990) perspectives on the role of the

narrative therapist as the supporter ofnew and more satisfying possibilities.
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Essentially, however, all of this becomes a question about how I will navigate

around the pressure to engage in a hierarchical dynamic with the family, wherein I am the

expert and they are my subjects or clients that I am called upon to "fix".

Dealing with Being Considered an Expert

Alan Parry and Robert Doan (1 994) suggest that it was Freud who primed the

entire psychotherapeutic field to see the therapist as an expert, or the interpreter of

foundational truth and clientele experience:

[WJhenever there is an underlying foundational theory of truth, there must be an

expert to interpret it. When the area of supposed expertise is another person's

experiences, the expert is, ironically, taking that persons voice away fi-om

her/him. Thus, what Freud gave away with one hand he took back with the other,

and virtually the entire succeeding field of psychotherapy followed him. (p. 8)

That being said. Parry and Doan (1 994) suggest that a meaningful therapeutic

experience will "help clients gain a sense ofbeing their own experts" on their own lives

"via enabling them to author stories based on their experiences, thoughts, and feelings"^''

(p. 46). Heavily influenced by the postmodern perspective of Michael White, Parry and

Doan (1994) describe their own version of narrative therapy for the family as:

a way of thinking rather than a particular type of treatment. Individuals compose

families, families compose cultures and sociopolitical systems, and cultures and

political systems compose countries. There are individual stories and story

interactions at each of these levels, as we have previously pointed out. Individual

stories are important in relations to shared or colliding stories, and shared or

colliding stories are important to individual stories. We think in these terms,

whether we are seeing an individual or a group of individuals (e.g., a family or a

business), (pp. 47-48)

This "way of thinking" is helpful to my future work the family because it reminds

me that clients are not only experts on their own individual life stories, but also on their

'^ See Parry and Doan (1994) for relatively detailed description of their approach to therapy. In

general, however, they suggest that therapists should connect their clients to "meaningful narratives [that

are] compatible with their preferences" which for a family means joining with others in "multiple

authorship" (p. 43).
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shared family stories. Parry and Doan (1994) further suggest that "narrative family

therapists have a very important role to play in assisting families in finding ways of

making their members feel connected meaningfully and pleasurably to one another" (p.

29). By and large, therefore, they suggest that narrative family therapists conduct

themselves as facilitators, assistants, or catalysts that work beside family members in an

effort to promote their status as experts of their own lives and family and to find

meaningful interconnectedness (Parry & Doan, 1994).

From this viewpoint, I feel confident that I can self-fashion my position as a

therapist to be afacilitator as opposed to dominator. As a facilitator, I will remain

conscious that the client(s) are the experts of their own lives and my role is to provide a

frame of reference where the multiple family members' stories can interconnect.

In a similar vein. White and Epston (1990) suggest that therapists support people

by helping them to identify and perform new meanings on their own. They call this the

"standing-behind posture" wherein the therapist "consistently endeavours to identify with

the position at which the person was previously and maintains a cautious attitude, so as to

not catch up too quickly with developments in the person's life" (p. 149). In general,

what this stance counters is the "possibility of getting ahead of the person and thus

contributing to a disempowering distinction", and most importantly, it privileges the

client(s) as the only author(s) of the new story (p. 149). As a therapist, therefore, I can

incorporate this "standing-behind posture" to avoid making assumptions or

presuppositions about the lives of families and their members. By self-fashioning this
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stance in family therapy 1 can avoid asking pre-suppositious questions similar to those

asked by my therapist as a child''*.

The Anti-Conclusion: A Self-Fashioned/Becoming

This thesis mirrors my life as a state ofbecoming. No beginning, no end, only a

middle. It is contemplation and difference, both of which are mine, but are available for

you to discover if you so chose.

Opening up more questions/possibilities than answers, this thesis is evidence of an

infinite struggle. What kind of struggle? The struggle to accept that life is ultimately

uncertain and unpredictable. A life that can be all-at-once be exciting, alienating and

confusing. Indeed, Laing (1967) himself acknowledged that this approach to life and style

of thinking "offers no security, no home for the homeless" (p. 47). On the other hand,

Laing (1967) continues to state that "we must continue to struggle through our confusion

in order to insist on being human" (p. 47).

How does this uncertainty fit in therapy? Laing (1967) contends that the most

helpful moments in therapy "are unpredictable, unique, unforgettable, always

unrepeatable, and often indescribable" (p. 47). Thus, uncertainty can fit just fine in

therapeutic contexts if therapy can be (re)considered as a "re-search" that is "validated by

the shared experience of experience regained in and through the therapeutic relationship

in the here and now" (Laing, 1967, p. 47). Having said that, Laing (1967) further adds,

"We all hope to share the experience of a relationship, but the only honest beginning, or

even end, may be to share the experience of its absence" (p. 48). Essentially, what Laing

(1967) is trying to convey is that our lived experience, including in the therapeutic

^* That is, the question, "Why do you dislike your step-father?"
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context, is based on what we want to believe is true and certain, our pre-suppositions, our

unquestioned truths.

To live purely in the common-sense world is to have unquestioned faith in what

we believe to be true in the actual world presented before us. Many people prefer life in

this box of dominant truths and unquestioned belief They find the existence of clearly

defined borders as exhilarating as life-giving breath. On the other hand, as Laing (1967)

observes, "some people can stand a lack of oxygen better than others" (p. 47). I am one of

them.

Needless to say, my autoethnographic thesis has provoked "a rupture with the

commonsense world" and evoked "an aesthetic integration", but its therapeutic effect has

not been "worked out in the restoration of the commonsense world" (Tyler, 1986, p. 135).

Instead, realizing a life ofbecoming and self-fashioned experimentation (which can

include aspects ofboth the actual/common-sense and virtual world) has been the

therapeutic effect both in my personal life, and in therapeutic contexts ofmy future

career. Embracing the uncertainty of life involves an ongoing struggle, because it is so

easy to fall back into talking ourselves into believing that we lack, or that we are failures.

To illustrate further the therapeutic effect ofmy thesis, how it is evidence of a

struggle, and how it will continue to deeply influence my personal life and career, I turn

to a particularly meaningful piece fi^om the book A Separate Reality by the author Carlos

Castaneda (1971) who states, in the voice ofDon Juan speaking to his pupil:

You talk to yourself too much. You're not unique at that. Every one ofus does

that. We carry on an internal talk... We talk about our world. In fact, we maintain

our world with our internal talk. . . Whenever we finish talking to ourselves the

world is always as it should be. We renew it, we kindle it with life, we uphold it

with our internal talk. Not only that by we also choose paths as we talk to





140

ourselves. Thus we repeat the same choices over and over until the day we die. .

.

A warrior is aware of this and strives to stop talking.

How can I stop talking to myself?

A warrior is aware that the world will change as soon as he stops talking to

himself, and he must be prepared for that monumental jolt.

^ What do you mean don Juan?

The world is such-and-such or so-and-so only because we tell ourselves that that

is the way it is. Ifwe stop telling ourselves that the world is so-and-so, the world
will stop being so-and-so. . . Your problem is that you confuse the world with
what people do. . . The things people do are the shields against the forces that

surround us; what we do as people gives us comfort and makes us feel safe; what
people do is rightfully very important, but only as a shield. We never learn that

the things we do as people are only shields and we let them dominate and topple

our lives.

What do you call the world?

The world is incomprehensible. We won't ever understand it; we won't ever

unravel its secrets. Thus we must treat it as it is, a sheer mystery!

An average man doesn't do this. . .in his stupid confusion he believes that the

world has no more mysteries for him. What a wretched price to pay for our

shields!

A warrior is aware of this confiision and learns to treat things properly. The things

that people do cannot under any conditions be more important than the world.

And thus a warrior treats the world as an endless mystery and what people do as

an endless folly, (p. 218-220)

Although this passage is literary in nature, I argue that its message encapsulates

the message that many of the academic based authors I have referenced were trying to

convey. That is, that life is uncertain and unpredictable, and by trying to deem it

otherwise (as certain and predictable) we only slow ourselves down and shut ourselves

out to endless possibilities of the infinitive world. It captures not only the overall feel of

the struggle to embrace uncertainty within my thesis, but also how my life will proceed in
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a state ofbecoming. As proceeding from the middle in the contemplation of the

difference, as a warrior that embraces the mystery in a state of becoming.
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