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Abstract

This thesis documents, develops and demonstrates a novel form of praxis in relation to
disability in Scottish Higher Education. ‘Praxis’, as | use the term in this thesis, refers to an
ongoing, irreducible, collective process through which is enacted. in one and the same
process: ‘knowledgementing’ (the construction and legitimation of knowledge
claims),‘radical reflexivity’ (the bringing to awareness and critical problematisation of
interests served by what is thought, said and done by all relevant parties); and ‘ideologically
progressive social action’ (the pursuit of emancipatory process and just outcomes and the

contesting of ‘external and internal’ institutional oppression). The meaning of praxis is

explicated in this thesis and demonstrated in action with reference to disability in Scottish
Higher Education. Particular attention is paid to explicating and demonstrating the
conceptual unity of praxis and the interconnectivity in actuality of the practices, procedures
and policies which disable in assemblages or apparatuses. as Foucault uses the terms. The
interconnectivity of the praxis is, it is claimed, the key to unlocking the interconnectivity of
the assemblages which produce and maintain disability in Scottish Higher Education. The
thesis traces the connections between the various elements of the assemblage producing a
novel account (and new knowledges) which, it is claimed, could only have been derived as
a result of the praxis and which can also account for the knowledges presented in previous
research into disability in British Higher Education, locating these studies as part of the
disabling assemblage. The thesis concludes by drawing out wider implications of praxis for

conventional research, for psychology and social science.



Acknowledgements

| am most indebted to my co-praxisioners with whom | spent many emotional hours. | am
privileged to have been able to share with them this rollercoaster ride; to have shared the
tears and the laughter with such a wonderful bunch of people. We have learned so much
together, | am so very grateful for all the supervision and critical inspiration, which you have

provided to me. | would likewise like to thank my formal supervisors David, John & Duncan,

who have each supported me in ways too great to mention.

| would also like to thank my friends who have given me guidance, support and laughs

throughout the years | have been working on this thesis; greatest thanks to Alex, Emma,
Carla, Flora, Julie, Kirsteen, Lisa, Lindsay, Lyndsay, Marion, Nada, Paul D, Paul M, Scott &

Steve.

Though all of the above have helped me tremendously in many ways, my deepest gratitude
goes to my family, John, Christina, Ben & Ollie, and to my partner Euan, who have always
given me unconditional love and support, who always believed and without whom | would

surely have given up.

L E N )



Contents

AbStract —————mmme e e i
Acknowledgements —r———eemmemm e - i
Contents e e )
Chapter One — Changing Disabling Places--e—--eeaceemcmcc e e eeeeeem 1
The Form of the Text-=emmeemee e e e 6
0o o[ (BT[] 9
Chapter Two — Resources for Theorising —=--=-me-eeseeeemeescmmeecmcnceeememmmmmmea- 11
A Community Critical PSYChOIOQY ~===meememe e e e et emeee e 12
The Disabled Peoples’ Movement in Britin —=---eeeeeeareeeeecccememeanaameeamamenaemaee -15
The Relevance of FOUCAUIt ====wccm e e e et cemmemmeeem e m e me—ae 20
The Relevance of Paulo Freire s-———eeemeecee e meeeeeeeeeememeceeemeemnmamema oo 25
CONCIUSION smemmermmmemmemm e e e e e em e cecmeaeeeeeenr e e e e e e 30
Chapter Three - A Meta-justification of Praxis ----———-=-=—smemeememmmmmeeeeeeeee. 32
Theorising the Praxis—=-———ees-memememee oo eeee 32
0] 0o (1 1o [o] B —42
Chapter Four — The Constitutive-Context of the Praxis s----e-ee—-—eeeeeeeecean- 43
National issues S 43
The Scottish Higher Educational System ———ecemmmmmmme et .44
The Legislative Context of Scotland —- R ceeed5
The Legislative Context - Disability ————e—eeem e eeeeeeeaeeeeeee 46

IV



The Disability Discrimination Act (1995)-====e=eemrmemermemmreccccm e 46

The Special Educational Needs and Disabilities Act (2001) ~==eam=eeeacacvecmes -——-51
The Disability Discrimination Act (2005) «=-=+seecevammcrmmccmaccm e e cccecrceaaccen e 52
The Legislative Context = Education «—=-—eemmeeeecememcmmc e -55
The Further and Higher Education Act (1992) —-e—mmmemmmmeememeemcmm oo —-55
Teaching and Higher Education Act (1998) =-=ecememecmemecmamecmeec e e --56
The Higher Education Act (2004) =—===mmeemeereee e eeeeceeeee --56
Further and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 2005 -——--mcememmmemsememesceccecanen-e 57
The Educational Context e==eemeeeeme e e oo eee 58
The Institutional Context c=ememmecmmm e e ceecanmanan 61
FUNAING ==seeeesmmm e et en e 62
CONCIUSION comemmremmemmrmm—seememm et e e e o m eem e e e me e e m—ee e e e emcmm e m—m e e —————— 65

Chapter Five - Disability and British Higher Education; A review of existing

[HEI QLU ~mmememmemeem—merememmmme e =~ —————————— e e e e e s e 66
Key findings from previous studies =-s--eememcememmemeememmmmammrocmmom e e mm e oo o 67
Reviewing the Literature as Praxig---«eeeeeseecmmmmemcecacmocemcccncccenasnessoeomnenonans 89
000 1o T ] 1 Tt 101

Chapter Six — Praxis in Action, Reflexivity and Knowledge -------=-------- - 103
The Co-construction of the Research Agenda ==ee=eeeeecmaam e cccacmmeacnnaree- 104
Setting the Agenda =ee——mmmmemme e e 108
Elements of the Praxis S ———————— 112
Disability in Higher Education; Critical Issues --=-===meeaemaremcaccecamececmcmccmenaes 112



Conscientizing Conversations/interviews ==-==--e-eeeeeccremerecceomccaceca e caeeee 119

Working within the Systemesseeemeemecermmecm e oo 122
Parliamentary Disability Enquirye-seeeeeeceeccocccoaciccmcccccmcamancccac e eeeee - 126
Disabled Students’ Groups ~==e==eeecemmmem e e eeee 127
Working Group-s=eeeeeeesemeer e e e e ee -- 128
Gathering Material and Generating Claims ==--==ee-seeeseerenmesammenrmcennemeememmn—- 129

Generating Claims s==e==eceeeem et eee e e e nenena= | 36
(0701 ot [0 1] (o R —— 147

Chapter Seven — Praxis: Action, Knowledge and Reflexivity ---------=--===m- 148

Part One - Social action element of knowledge construction accomplished

through the Praxis—===—————e=s e e eeecemm e an- 148
Part Two — Practical ACtON === =mmemmeee e e eeeee -=mem=m- 135
Part Three — Non ACtion--==eeeeemacmm e cceeccmeme e n e eeeneee -- 160

Part Four — Social action making things worse rather than better for disabled

students unintentionally brought about through the praxis ---=-==-==========v=ee===- 162
O] 1o [ Y o) 1 T 163
Chapter Eight — Disability in Higher Education; Critical Issues-----==vev=---- 164

An assemblage of interconnected processes, practices, procedures, discourses

and subjectivities which produce Disability in Scottish Higher Education —---—-- 163

CoNClUSION eommmmmeereermmmee e e e e et cn o e e ctce s aemm e m e m e e me e e me e e 198
Chapter Nine — Reflections on Praxis (Conclusions) ~=--eeeeeeeeeeecemaeeenaeus 200
Theorising Praxis-—- S 200
Demonstrating the authenticity of the praxis-———eeeeeaeecemamememecaccacceacanae-- -- 200

Vi



The Substantive Issues Addressed by the Praxis -=--s=ss=eceemacccaamcccccccccaee--n 211

0 1 T 1= o U S — 219
REFETENGES ~ememmmnemmmremeememrememmmeeer e ememreeemm e emeeemeememm e eeemememremeen 293
ADDENAIX A cemrmmmmmmm e oo e e e memeeememmeneeee ”34

Disability in Higher Education: Critical Issues, Third Text - ‘Breaking Through the

T = I LU — 234
APPENdiX B —mmmmmme e e e 235
Graphical Representations of the Web of Interconnections «-=--smeeeememeeeceecaes 235

Vil



Chapter One - Changing Disabling Places

In this first chapter, | introduce Changing Disabling Places and explain how this thesis is
‘about’ praxis, is the result of praxis and is a set of examples of praxis within praxis.
Fundamentally, this thesis documents praxis within praxis and develops, advances and

demonstrates praxis in relation to disability in Scottish Higher Education.

‘Praxis’, as | use the term In this thesis, refers to an ongoing, irreducible, collective process

through which is enacted, in one and the same process,: ‘knowledgementing'(the

construction and legitimation of knowledge claims) ; ‘radical reflexivity' (the bringing to
awareness and critical problematisation of interests served by what is thought, said and
done by all relevant parties), and ‘ideologically progressive social action’ (the pursuit of

emancipatory process and just outcomes and the contesting of ‘external and internal’’

institutional oppression.

The above sentence has the advantage of being a comprehensive yet condensed and
succinct summary of a large number of interconnected ideas. However, it is likely to be
inaccessible, incoherent or counter-intuitive to readers not already familiar with praxis or the
related conceptual and ideological frames of reference, and | do not want to disable readers
through an inaccessible text. Accordingly, rather than just provide information in the form of

a lexicon of the terms used above to explicate praxis, | here try to explicate the frames of

reference within which the terms make sense i.e. ‘sharing knowledge’ in the sense of Linda
Tuhiwai Smith who wrote: “] use the term ‘sharing knowledge’ deliberately, rather than the
term ‘sharing information’ because to me the responsibility of researchers and academics is

not simply to share surface information (pamphlet knowledge) but to share the theories and

' The distinction between external and internal oppression is not clear cut because

oppressive societal discourses and ideologically reactionary frames of reference are often

internalised and experienced as ‘subjective reality’'.



analyses which inform the way knowledge and information are constituted and

represented.” (Tuhiwai Smith, 1999, p. 16). In this explication, for the sake of the
accessibility of the prose, | do not litter the text with references. Intellectual debts to Freire,
Foucault, Martin-Bar6, Parker, Rose and other critical scholars are clarified later in Chapter

Two.

| understand the notion of praxis within a critical frame of reference which rejects naive
realism and positions reality as socially constructed but, none-the-less, as having ‘real’
effects; a frame of reference which rejects fragmentation in favour of holistic inter-
connectivity in relation to knowledge construction, collective action and critique; a frame of

reference which rejects individualism at every level and positions praxis as collectively

accomplished. Crucially, in my frame of reference no distinction is drawn between power

and knowledge.

Within this frame of reference, knowledge is not discovered or found but invented and truth
is not a matter of correspondence of ‘statements’ with an independently existing ‘reality’ but
a matter of whether a claim is accorded the status of truth according to locally agreed social
conventions (whether it is ‘knowledgemented’); a number of knowledges can co-exist.
These knowledges can not be distinguished in terms of traditional ‘truth’ since none is more
or less true than any other in the sense that none corresponds more or less accurately with
an independently existing ‘real world’ (a notion which is not regarded as meaningful within

this critical frame of reference).

However, different knowledge claims can be distinguished in terms of the power-knowledge
of which they are manifestations and which can be identified through identification of the

interconnections or assemblages which enact(ion) them.

Different knowledge claims can also be distinguished in terms of the nature and quality of
the social processes through which they are ‘truthed’ or ‘knowledgemented’ (the social
processes through which their truth status is legitimated). The quality of support for claims
in psychology is conventionally presented as determined by disinterested evaluation

against a set of methodologically determined criteria. However, within the critical frame of

reference of this thesis, determination of ‘quality’ is seen as strategic, a social convention



whose political function is to legitimate claims which serve privileged interests. The serving
of interests comes first; then come the evaluation criteria which ‘truth’ the claims or
‘knowledgement’ them. Knowledge claims can also be distinguished in terms of whose
interests the various knowledges privilege. In the critical frame of reference of this thesis,
knowledge claims which privilege the interests of the powerless and oppressed are

privileged over the knowledge claims which privilege the knowledge claims of the powerful
and oppressive. To be more specific with regard to this praxis, knowledge claims which

privilege the interests of those who are disabled by institutional arrangements are privileged

over knowledge claims which privilege the interests of those who benefit from or participate
in institutional disabling. The relationship between the way people think, the way they
understand the social world and their place in it and dominant societal discourses and
narratives is a dynamic relationship which is difficult to disentangle. Accordingly, | do not
take what people think, ‘know' and say at face value but regard them as a complex product

of external societal discourses which have been internalized. | regard people as being

governed - in contemporary times - primarily through coming to think in ways which result in

them serving the interests of the status quo.

| use the term ‘surfacing’ to refer to a process of making explicit the interests to which i
have referred above. This is not a process of qualitative ‘analysis’ comparable to identifying
‘emergent’ themes by grounded theory analysis. Interests served are explicit only to those
able to see them and this presupposes ‘critical literacy’. Conscientizing and de-
ideologisation are usually necessary in order to enhance critical literacy and make surfacing
possible. Reflexivity, recursively surfacing interests served by the praxisioner's ‘standpoint’,
is an important strand of conscientizing and de-ideclogisation but | regard reflexivity, as
traditionally understood, as too limited: as at risk of becoming merely self-indulgent
individualistic confession of problematic internalised discourses misrepresented as

subjective experience. Reflexivity as traditionally understood can inadvertently re-legitimise

positivism by positioning subjectivity as a source of ‘bias’ to be eliminated or at least to be
brought into the public domain so its role in distorting the ‘truth’ can be made expilicit. | use

the term ‘radical reflexivity’ to refer to a process which goes beyond excavation of the



interests embedded in the author’s subjectivity to uncovering and taking account of the

institutional and societal foundations of those interests.

Surfacing involves collectively critically problematising, i.e. taking ‘truths’ which are taken-
for-granted and showing that they, and the assumptions upon which they are based and
upon which they are dependent, are not ‘necessary’ or ‘essential’ ‘truths’ but are
ideologically charged, historically contingent, claims which are the result of social processes
constructing and promoting them. A second sense of problematising within the critical frame

of reference involves surfacing the ways in which ‘problems’ are invented, maintained,

policed and exploited and asking who or what is positioned as a problem to be solved, by

whom, upon what authority, how the problem-posing is related to the construction and

policing of norms and the construction of the abnormal.

Knowledgement and radical reflexivity are action in themselves but within this frame of
reference that is not enough. It is vital for the praxis also to be, irreducibly, a manifestation

of procedurally just, emancipatory social action directed towards progressive social change.

Most important of all, within my critical frame of reference, knowing the social world,
changing the social world and critiquing the social world are one and the same process:
praxis. It is vital to understand this aspect of praxis as | use it here. Although for purposes
of exposition, | have above described these threefold nature of praxis sequentially, it is vital
to re-emphasise that in praxis they are not separate components but actually three
dimensions of one and the same process: every social action is simultaneously an
expression of '‘knowledge’ and of an ideological standpoint; every ideological position has
implicit or explicit knowledge claims and warrants particular social action; and every
knowledge claim implies specific social actions and specific ideologically commitment.
Praxis is not, for me, three separate actions (knowledgement, critique, social action) done
by a praxisioner either at the same time or sequentially, though that is a common
misperception amongst many notable community psychologists who describe doing praxis.
Doing a bit of group work, then reflecting critically upon it then drawing out knowledge

Claims from it is not praxis. Nor is praxis a skill which can be learned like juggling three
bean bags. It is vital not to make a conceptual category error. Praxis is not a technique but

an emergent function of connectivity involving knowledgement, critique and social action



which cannot be disconnected without destruction of the emergent functions of praxis (as

hydrogen and water cannot be disconnected without losing the emergent functions of
water). Just as for Foucault power-knowledge is irreducible to power and knowledge, each
of which necessarily implies the other and power and knowledge in the Foucauldian frame
of reference are meaningless abstractions from the power-knowledge nexus, for me

knowledge, ideology and social action necessarily involve the other and each is on its own

a meaningless abstraction from the praxis nexus.

As far as what is usually called ‘methodology’ is concerned in relation to disability ‘research’
in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), the dominant modes of knowledge construction are

surfaced through this praxis as being procedurally unjust and ideologically problematic,

functioning not only to warrant (or as it is usually called to bestow ‘validity’ upon) accounts

produced through problematic so-called ‘research methods’ such as realist (per)versions of
grounded theory and dominant ‘fragment and reassemble’ methods of ‘analysis’ but also

functioning to de-legitimise more progressive and holistic integrative methods of

knowledge-construction (such as those used in this praxis).

This thesis demonstrates ways of working respectfully and critically with others to
collaboratively go beyond dominant modes of knowledge production, to contest existing

accounts which have an individualistic focus and to demonstrate alternative understandings

of disability in Higher Education. It is essential that praxis is conducted in collaboration; it is

not the isolated act of the ‘academic’ or the ‘researcher’ applied onto the ‘participant’ or
'subject’. This praxis was conducted in collaboration with an extensive network of co-
praxisioners distributed across several Scottish Higher Education Institutions, performing
various institutional roles (varying from under-graduate to post-graduate students, and from
;:Iisability advisors to senior managerial personnel). Co-praxisioners were involved in a
variety of communities of praxis (described in Chapter Six, Praxis in Action, Reflexion and

Knowledge), some dipping in and out of the praxis and others remaining present

throughout.

Furthermore, rather than being about ‘finding out', the thesis also turns the process of
knowledge creation into one of social action, which is supported by profound reflexivity.

Nevertheless, although in this thesis | show a way of working differently and producing



different outcomes, | construct knowledge claims and show why they should be taken
seriously: not because they satisfy traditional positivist criteria (positivism is rejected as
inconsistent with the standpoint adopted) but because they are the result of a praxis
involving multiple endeavours, exchanges and refinements, continued cycles of profound
reflexivity and critical action on the world informed by theorising dead literatures and living
texts, collectively negotiated shared inter-connected tissues of meaning which are not

transposed into words.

The Form of the Text

This thesis is itself another manifestation of the praxis; praxis is ‘in the DNA' of the text. In
this thesis, praxis is deployed again and again, in differing ways, in differing domains and
manifests interconnectedness. For example, in Chapter Five, Disability and British Higher
Education - a review of the literature, | examine relevant published research into disability in
Higher Education, first describing the key ‘findings’ and then surfacing and problematising
aspects of the ontology, epistemology, methodology and ideology implicit within published
research. The latter problematising draws upon co-praxisioners collective engagement i.e.

upon our critical problematising of the texts and our exposition of the underlying,
unacknowledged, taken-for-granted ‘truths’. Dominant knowledge claims in relation to

disability in HEIs are shown through the praxis to be problematic epistemologically, to be
oppressive ideologically and to function to legitimise unjust social action. These critical
readings were informed by collaborative engagement with the literature which is described
in Chapter Two, Resources for Theorising, in which | explicate the role of theorising in the
work. The account of community critical psychology constructed in this thesis is informed by
diverse theorists and scholars associated with critical, community and i berational versions
of psychology as well as the published and unpublished contributions by disability activists

and members of activist movements such as the British Disabled People’s Movement.

Extending beyond conventional texts our critical awareness was extended by engagement
with the policies, practices and procedures enacted in relation to disability in Scottish

- is, |i the
Higher Education. In Chapter Four, The Constitutive Context of the Praxis, | introduce

: ' ithi ' e praxis
reader to the national, political, legislative and educational setting within which the p



was carried out and with which we engaged. This is done to prevent the reader being

disabled by the account of the praxis given later in the thesis.

Such engagement informed not only the reviews of the literature presented in this text, but
also highlighted the need for alternative forms of collaborative working to examine disability
in Scofttish Higher Education, whilst simultaneously being a form of active critical
engagement. In Chapter Three, A Meta-justification of Praxis, | draw out the subsequent
theory of praxis described earlier in this chapter, outline a less problematic way of engaging
in research, action and ideologically progressive process by elaborating notions of
knowledge construction and legitimation (rather than knowledge discovery), emancipatory
social action (rather than value free science) and systematic critical scrutiny of interests

served by what is said, thought and done as part of research (rather delusional

assumptions of political neutrality).

By the end of this seption, the reader will have an understanding of: the constraints and
opportunities afforded by the multi-level settings within which the Ph.D. praxis was done,
relevant published empirical research already done, together with insight into why the latter
was problematic and why it would have been be inappropriate for the praxis to have
continued in the same vein; and the importance of the intellectual and ideological
contributions by disability activists, popular movements and of reflexivity in relation to my

own way of working. The reader will thus be equipped to proceed to move into the next

section which describes the nuts and bolts of what was actually done as praxis by a

collective of activists catalyzed by the work carried out by the author of this thesis.

Chapter Six, Praxis in Action, Reflexivity and Knowledge, is an account of the practical
enactment of the praxis as theorised in Chapter Three. This chapter demonstrates the ways
with which power was engaged at all levels, and subsequently sheds light on the multitude
of working practices developed to contest the traditional hierarchical relations which
dominate research and knowledge practices. | also explain the significance, for what are
normally described as ‘research methods’, of the theoretically and ideologically critical
frame of reference within which | was working. For example, from a critical perspective, an
orthodox interview can simply elicit internalised dominant discourses, so | developed and

used critically problematising conversations instead. Conventional steering groups are



problematic for the same reason so | developed ‘conscientizing collective decision making

groups’ instead. The chapter gives an account of the activities of this ‘conscientizing
collective decision making group’ committed to engaging at all levels of the praxis from the
initial designing of the work, explicating the changing roles in the praxis of academic
literatures, popular movements and participatory ways of working in the course of this work,
right through to the ‘collaborative knowledgementing’ of the claims, explicating the activities
conducted at the instigation of the ‘conscientizing collective decision making group’. This
chapter provides specific detail about these activities such as: the development and
'‘teaching’ of an online inter-institutional critical disability studies course; conscientizing
interviews with various members of various Scottish Higher Education Institutions;
contributions to a government consultation exercise on disability; involvement in an
institutional working party purporting to examine and develop existing disability-related

policy and provision; work with and on behalf of various services operating within several

Higher Education Institutions.

This chapter, whilst being an account of praxis, also explicates understanding derived from
the praxis; in keeping with assumptions that the thesis is, at one and the same time, an
account of action, reflection and knowledgement as well as being action, reflection and
knowledgement itself. In this chapter | describe a variety of such ways of working which,
when brought together and deployed simultaneously as ‘praxis’, constitute radical new

ways of working.

Chapter Seven, Praxis: Action, Knowledge and Reflexivity, specifically reflects on the action
element of the praxis, more specifically explicating forms of action which were present,
intended and absent, exploring limitations of the action and why some of the social action

was not as effective as was originally intended.

In keeping with a commitment to demonstrate oppression and discrimination in Higher
Education, the next section presents claims about the disabling, oppressive nature of the
HEIs in which the praxis was carried out and gives warrants / legitimising rationales for

these claims, demonstrating why they should be taken seriously i.e. have a status
equivalent to or superior to ‘knowledge’ in orthodox research theses. Consistent with

previous accounts of the constructed nature of knowledge, this knowledge is constructed to



serve the interests of those people oppressed by the disabling system of Scottish Higher
Education rather than to serve the interests of those enacting oppressed practices in

Scottish Higher Education.

Chapter Eight, Disabling Practices in Higher Education: Critical Issues, draws together
meta-claims to knowledgement about the nature of disability in higher education giving
insight into the “art of government” (in a Foucauldian sense) at work in Higher Education,
showing why despite various supposedly progressive changes disabling practices remain

intact or intensified.

Ultimately this section provides an account of the multifaceted nature of disabling practices
which constitute an interconnected mechanism locking people into ‘disability’ and shows
how challenges to one element of the system are countered by systemic change thereby

enabling the system to carry on disabling. Such an interpretation of the interlocking nature

of disabling practices was only achieved through sustained engagement in multi-level
praxis, i.e. through collaborative knowledge production, profound reflexivity and critical

action.

The thesis concludes with Chapter Nine, Reflections on Praxis (Conclusions), in which |

provide the key methodological, theoretical, practical, political and ideological outcomes of

the Praxis as integrated knowledge production, critical action and profound reflexivity.

Conclusion

| conclude this chapter with a quotation from Bruno Latour:

" .. at the beginning the bifurcation seems small but it will later on lead us into
different territories. To be sure this nuance will be fully visible only at the close of
the book — if the reader is patient enough to reach it! Yet we should try to get
familiar with it as early as possible as it will be our shibboleth throughout” (Latour,

2007, p. 38)
Latour's cautionary remark, although made who noted in relation to the difference between

'intermediaries’ and ‘mediators’, applies perfectly to differences between ‘praxis’, which is a

key concept in this thesis, and ‘research’, which is a key concept in most social science. At

first the distinction may seem minor but gradually the notion of praxis leads into a different

territory. In this section of the thesis | have attempted a preliminary explanation of what |

mean by ‘praxis’ in the context of this thesis but because the whole thesis is both about and



an enactment of praxis, praxis will become clearer chapter by chapter. Even so, praxis will
not be ‘fully visible’ by the end of the thesis as, for reasons which will emerge as you read

on, learning about praxis in isolation and in the absence of action is difficult: it is likely that
the only way to really understand praxis is to engage in it. As Freire put it, a person “learns

to swim in the water, not in a library” (Freire, 1970, p. 118).

The title of this thesis is ‘Changing Disabling Places’ and this was chosen because
appropriate at a variety of levels. First, this thesis is about 'places which disable which are

changing' (Scottish Higher Education Institutions are changing due to changing legislation
and changing policies and changing procedures etc). Second, this thesis is about 'places
which are changing in order to disable more effectively' (the praxis reveals that Scottish

Higher Education Institutions are changing through the adjustment of the interconnected

assemblages of apparatuses through which disabling is accomplished to render it ever
more efficient). Third, this thesis is about 'attempts to change places which disable’ (which
was emphatically the aim of the praxis). Fourth, this thesis is about 'places which are
changing as a response to contesting of the ways in which disabling is accomplished’
(changing to adjust and tighten the ratchets of oppression as a result of challenges from the
praxis). Fifth, this thesis is about changing the nature of the 'Ph.D. project’ to prevent it from
being a disabling experience for those involved in it as participants in various ways. Sixth,
this thesis is about changing the nature of the Ph.D. thesis to prevent it disabling the
authors and the readers. Seventh, and finally, this praxis is about changing the practices
which constitute “the heterogeneous knowledges, forms of authority and practical

techniques that constitute(d) psychological expertise™ (Rose, 1999, p. vii).
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Chapter Two — Resources for Theorising

This chapter introduces the resources for theorising and critique which have helped shape
the work. This praxis might be identified as a specific version of Community Critical
Psychology (informed by associated scholars such as Michel Foucault and Paulo Freire)
and the work of the British Disabled Peoples’ Movement (informed by associated scholars
such as Paul Hunt and Michael Oliver). All of these resources for theorising have played

important roles in framing the ontological, epistemological, methodological and ideological

standpoint.

Rather than specifically explicating an account of each of the sub-disciplines sequentially,
the theorising accomplished in this praxis is presented more meaningfully as an interwoven

account of the literatures, scholars and activisms which, as resources for theorising, have
shaped the work. The task here has been to inter-weave the resources as appropriate in
order to demonstrate the interconnectedness of the approaches and to replicate the

mutuality of the resources in shaping the praxis.

The ontological, epistemological, methodological and ideological standpoint of the work was
not established prior to the commencement of the Praxis but rather has been collaboratively

negotiated throughout. Clearly then, this negotiated standpoint was not the solitary act of
the author, or the ‘researcher’, but rather, as will become more apparent later in this thesis,

the work of continuous engagement with the resources for theorising with co-praxisioners to
engage in the processes of collaborative agenda setting and following. Subsequently, the
interconnection of the texts demonstrates the interconnectivity of the resources for
theorising in shaping this work as an associated account of their influence on the action of

the communities of Praxis.

The chapter takes Community Critical Psychology as a starting point with which to articulate

the other resources for theorising but it should be understood that the whole chapter is as

much an account of Community Critical Psychology, as has both informed and been
generated by this praxis, as it is about the specific other ‘sub’-disciplinary influences; these

influences are very much part of the wider account of community critical psychology.
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A Community Critical Psychology

Critical (of) Psychology

Community Critical Psychology is concerned with contesting that which is accomplished in
the name of psychology; it is critical of the discipline of psychology. Community Critical
Psychologists have raised concerns about the ways in which psychology as a set of ideas
and practices is constructed in support of the status quo and is being used to promote

individualistic, reactionary and oppressive ends. As Collins (2004) states;

“The world is full of suffering, alienation, brutality and neglect, and psychology has

responded with an erratic combination of ineffectual concern, willful ignorance and willing

collaboration” (Collins, 2004, p. 23)

In response to the pernicious dominant version of psychology, Martin-Baré developed a
‘'Liberational Psychology’ which sought to engage in changing oppressive circumstances

rather than merely attempting to modify individuals to adapt to the destructive environment.

Founded upon similar concerns many versions of ‘Community Psychology' were developing
across the world. Despite an original dedication to similar core concerns, Seedat, Duncan
and Lazarus (2001) suggest that the various approaches can be roughly split into two main
divisions; those who are accommodationist, who largely occupy the Northern Hemisphere
and those who are critical, which are found in the Southern Hemisphere (for example,
South Africa and Latin America) (Seedat et al., 2001, Pp 4). The latter share more closely
Martin-Baré 's concerns and are interested in “dismantling oppressive state structures and
ideological state apparatuses” (Seedat et al., 2001, Pp4) of which ‘mainstream’ psychology
functions as a significant part of the problem. Therefore ‘critical' community psychology is
concerned with challenging the “discriminatory foundation, theory, method and practice of
psychology” (Seedat et al., 2001, Pp4). In contrast the former, 'accommodationist
community psychologies are characterised as “seeking greater influence within the
mainstream fraternity without necessarily challenging the restrictions and outcomes

imposed by exploitative economic arrangements and dominant systems of knowledge
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production” (Seedat, 2001, Pp4) which further replicates Martin-Baré 's critique of

psychology for failing to:

“tear down the edifice of common sense that in our culture both obscures and
justifies the interests of the powerful by representing their techniques of control as
character traits . . . psychologising has served, directly or indirectly, to strengthen
the oppressive structures, by drawing attention away from them and toward
individual and subjective factors” (Martin-Baré , 1994, Pp 19)".

Community Critical Psychology is a challenge to what psychology is doing to people but
more than just offering critique or resistance to the discipline, community critical psychology
is concerned also with developing an alternative approach seeking to work with people to

contest oppression.

Commitment to Action

The discipline of psychology is indeed problematic, however, although psychology plays a
role, in a Foucauldian sense, in many (perhaps all) contemporary forms of oppression much
of critical psychology is preoccupied with psychology in the far narrower sense of the
academic discipline (i.e. critiquing the ideologically problematic concepts, theories,

methods, methodological issues and practices of the disciplinary practices of psychology).

Most of the critical work represented in Britain has rather egocentrically focused its criticality

and theoretical concern on the discipline at the expense of any critical social change
activism. Critical Psychology (in Britain at least) has been largely dominated by ‘theoretical
scholarship’ which is a form of action in the Foucauldian sense but is seldom responsible

for progressive social change in the form of practical action on the world with persons

engaging in transformative or revolutionary practice. Prilleltensky (2000) is an example of
Critical Psychologists being more concerned with the ‘word’ than action. With reference to
Freire, Prilleltensky reemphasises verbal engagement: ‘critique is not enough ... critical
psychologists need to engage in annunciation as much as in denunciation’ (Prilleltensky,

2000, p. 68). Actually Freire (1970) emphasises the need for both the word and action

together:

"When a word is deprived of its dimension of action, reflection automatically suffers
as well: and the word is changed into idle chatter, into verbalism, into an alienated
and alienating “blah.” It becomes an empty word, one which cannot denounce the
world for denunciation is impossible without a commitment to transform, and there
is no transformation without action.” (Freire, 1970, p. 68)
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Collins (2004, p. 23) notes that “critical psychology is an attitude .... a disrespect for
authority, an uneasy suspicion that something is wrong". The uneasy suspicion that Collins
(2004) talks about extends far beyond the realms of that which covers abstract debate
about the discipline of psychology, that which is practiced in the name of psychology and
that which is informed by psychology. The approach taken in this thesis is one where
community critical psychology is critical in knowledge, action and reflection and these are
activities which are by collaborations of persons and are not activities done ‘on’' or ‘about’
people by community or critical psychologists. This approach is shown to be enacted by a
collective of people who would not regard themselves, or who would not be regarded, as

community or critical psychologists.

Community Critical Psychology should be about recreating a psychology that is moral,
ethical and ideologically progressive and committed to working with people to reverse the

ravages of psychology in practical as well as theoretical ways.

Popular Movements

Citing McLaughlin (2003), Parker (2006) claims that the impetus for action research in
critical psychology has “...emerged from the political engagement with the mental health

user movements” (Parker, 2006, p. 2). Likewise Holzkamp (1972) also notes the
importance of popular movements, in particular he noted the ideas and actions of the
student movements in and around the (West) Berlin Group in the 1960s, who had
“challenged the status quo by criticising traditional structures and procedures in society,
culture, politics, and academia” (Teo, 1998, p. 238). Likewise, Seedat et al. (2001), when
noting the difference between the accommodationist community psychology approaches of
the Northern Hemisphere with more critical community psychology approaches of the
Southern Hemisphere, stated that the latter could also be characterised by its association

with “broad democratic movements” (Seedat et al., 2001, p. 4).

Like McLaughlin's account, the impetus for the praxis to be described in this thesis, the
ideological standpoint, emerged from immersion In the activities and the literature of the

British Disabled Peoples’ Movement and mental health user movements.
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The Disabled Peoples’ Movement in Britain

Disability and Impairment

One of the central tasks of the British Disabled Peoples' Movement of the 1970s was the
reclaiming of the term ‘disability’; to challenge its individually oppressive meaning and
resultant action, and destabilize its usage by health science professionals (Thomas, 2004).
In contrast to the medical/individualistic understanding of what constitutes disability,

whereby the terms ‘impairment’, ‘disability’ and *handicap’ can be, and often are, used

interchangeably, The Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS) (1976)
offered precise distinct alternative conceptualisations of impairment and disability. The
Fundamental Principles of Disability set out a clear division, reformulation and clarification
of the terms ‘impairment’ and “disability’. Impairment, they noted was; “lacking part of or all
of a limb, or having a defective limb organism or mechanism of the body” (UPIAS, 1976 p.
3) whilst disability, in comparison, was; “the disadvantage or restriction of activity caused by
a contemporary social organisation which takes no account of people who have physical

impairments and thus excludes them from mainstream social activities” (UPIAS, 1976 p. 4).

In a shift from dominant ideological discourse, whereby disability resides within the

pathological individual, UPIAS firmly re-located disability out side the body and away from
the individual, noting; “....in our view, it is society which disables ... disability is something
imposed on top of our impairments...” (UPIAS, 1976, p. 3). It was thus understood that it
was not peoples’ bodies which caused them disadvantage but a society which

accommodated only a specific manifestation of embodied diversity. As Watermeyer and

Swartz (2006) note;

“By identifying such bodily difference conceptually as impairment, and
distinguishing this from the social and ideological notion of disability, early social
model theorists underscored their contention that it is the social and political
aspects of disability, not the bodily aspects, which afford the profound levels of
disadvantage under which disabled people struggle.” (Watermeyer & Swartz, 2006,

p. 2)
The Fundamental Principles of Disability laid down the foundations for a fundamentaily

different ideological position, which threatened to challenge the hegemony of individualised

disability and the dominance of a discourse which positioned disability as an avenue for
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individual medical intervention. They offered a challenge to the assumption that medicine,

and all associated apparatuses, could alleviate ‘their’ disabilities. Instead disability should
be regarded as a social phenomenon, of social construction, and therefore society was the
area for analysis, scrutiny and intervention; the solution to eradicate disability was the

redressing of social, political and economic inequalities.

‘The Social Model of Disability’

Drawing on the earlier work of UPIAS, Oliver (1983) formulated what he coined ‘The Social
Model of Disability’. In keeping with earlier statements, Oliver proposed that it was society's
inability or failure to provide appropriate and accessible services which disables people,
and not their bodies and/or minds. In other words, disability can be considered as a
“socially caused” phenomenon (Abberley, 1987) where a person is disabled if society will
not allow for their physicél or mental impairments (Barnes, 1996). Thus, it is society which
is required to change and not the disabled ‘individual’. The nature and extent of disability is,
therefore, determined primarily by organisational and institutional, practices and attitudes

rather than by individual limitations.

At face value, the social model of disability might be considered to fit in well with the
agenda of community critical psychology, which is concerned with social justice and the

consequences for health and well-being of our social and socio-structural arrangements
however, in relation to the specific version of community critical psychology adopted in this

praxis, the model's failure to address the social construction of normality and the socio-

discursive construction of health, iliness and well-being is problematic.

The Social Model of Disability?

Few would raise any questions about the authenticity of this description of the History of the
Social Model of Disability, it is certainly the accepted account which has come to dominate,
however this particular history is might be considered one of many possible versions. One

difficulty with this story is that it is often used to detail the history of the social mode! of
disability where as it might be considered as nothing more than one history of the dominant

approach which subjugates other historical knowledges.
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Shakespeare (2006) has problematised this version of events, noting that the formation of
UPIAS has come to be regarded somewhat as the “year zero" (Shakespeare, 2006) of the
BDPM and disability politics. The prominence of this particular version of events is
troublesome as it effectively masks the work and influence of other contributors. As
Shakespeare (2006) notes; “British disability studies thinking has sometimes been guilty of
marginalising or ignoring the contribution of other social contextual approaches to

understanding disability” (Shakespeare, 2006, p. 10).

The other less Marxist and Materialist focused members of the family of Social Approaches
are made absent from the history, slowly disappear from the popular movement literature

and swiftly forgotten; silenced by these ‘key’ members of the movement (Shakespeare,

2006).

Instead it is suggested that rather than considering there to be two models of disability, the
medical model of disability and its binary the social model of disability, that it is better to
consider that there are two families of models of disability (Shakespeare, 2006); one family
which assumes a broadly individualistic focus, to which the medical model belongs, and
another which assumes a more social, political focus, to which the social model belongs.
Priestley (1998) had already developed such a separation but in more detail he has
mapped out the dominant approaches across a four fold typology, see table one, which

further separated the individual and social models across idealist, relativist, and materialist, |
realist, lines; segmenting the family of social models into those which are predominantly

social creationist and those which are social constructionist.
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Table One — Adaptation of Priestley’s Four Fold Typology of

Disability Theory (Priestley, 1998)

e - “F - i = = = = e 3 i e = i -

Idealist Explan_ations o Materialist Explanations

!

Individual

‘Models

Realist Vs Relativist

Subsequently, the two social model approaches are often differentiated by either the realist
or relativist nature of their claims. Social creationist approaches view the problem as
located within the institutionalised practices of society and adopts a political stance,
demanding changes in state and welfare provision to improve the material conditions for
disabled people (Allan, 1996). Such approaches are fundamentally more Marxist inspired
and position impairment as ontologically ‘real’. Authors informed by post-modern and post-

structuralist, in particular Foucauldian, approaches have come to challenge this position

and instead come to provide a more extensive analysis of the social construction of the
category disabled claiming disability has no ‘fixed' or ‘real’ qualities rather it is nothing more
than a linguistic, discursive, cultural production. However this approach is in turn contested,

notably by those aligning themselves more closely with the Marxist, social creationist,
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UPIAS stance, who claim that this relativist approach denies the ‘reality’ of disabling and

the oppression of disabled people. The tenets of such an argument are relevant not only to
disability studies but also to community critical psychology. Whilst community critical
psychology would want to steer away from such realist claims as made by 'psychology’ it
would nevertheless seek to contest the dissolution of claims of oppression brought about by

absolute relativism.-As Parker (1999) has similarly noted;

“Cnitical psychology should not be defined as always “relativist® (although it may
well treat all the discipline’s facts as social constructions) or as “realist™ (although it
may want to give an account of the underlying social conditions that give rise to
certain ideas in the discipline)” (Parker, 1999, p. 5)

Rather community critical psychology would critique the absolute, realist, stance of the

suggested individual pathological ontology of impairment and instead recognise the
historical and discursively constructed nature of the injustices. Nevertheless it would not

seek to undermine the political, economic, structural analysis by gifting it away to relativity.

A Social Justice Model of Disability

Rather than an either/or approach, as may be implied by the Priestley (1998) typology, the
approach to be adopted in this thesis is neither exclusively creationist nor constructionist.
Abberley (1992) states that the aim is to develop a social theory which connects: the
common features of economic, social and psychological disadvantage with an

understanding of the ‘material basis of these disadvantages and the ideologies which

propagate and reproduce them' (Abberley, 1992, p. 244).

Consistent with Abberley's demands, the collective theorising conducted throughout this
praxis engaged with the concerns of both the social constructionist (relativist) and social
creationist (realist) perspectives, transcending them to create a Social Justice Model of
Disability. The creation of such a model, utilised in this thesis, was permitted and enabled,
in part, by engagement with the progressive rhetoric of traditional (but nevertheless radical
in comparison to work from a medical/individualised perspective) British Disability Studies
literature, scholarship and activism, informed by the political ideological standpoint of a
'social model’ perspective. In offering an alternative position within the family of social

models we are not meaning to undermine the work of the British Disabled Peoples'
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Movement, to ‘re-invent the wheel’, (Shakespeare, 2006, p. 14) or to falsely claim sole
credit for a collection of ideas, a moral position and a distinct ideological stance. Rather this
interpretation is firmly located within the ethos of the British Disabled Peoples' Movement
and seeks, as Abberley (1992) states, to unify both the social creationist and social
constructionist positions and to create an account which better describes the approach

taken in this praxis.

Subsequently the position taken is one where by it is understood that disability is socially
created but nevertheless it is suggested that whilst disability may be socially created, its
creation is dependant on the social construction of ‘normality’ and by default ‘abnormality’.

Both positions are mutually supportive and supported by various elements of the

apparatuses of disciplinary power (as will be explicated later).

Subsequently the term ‘disabling’ can be shifted beyond how it is traditionally understood
and utilised to describe the conditions which support unjust arrangements. For example,
British Higher Education can be considered disabling to those who have childcare
commitments as Higher Education in Britain is fundamentally constructed for people who
are expected not to have children, or alternatively British Higher Education could be
considered disabling for people coming from state schools who do not provide the unwritten
and untested cultural capital that powerfully makes Higher Education Institutions disabling
places for those who lack it. Disability (or impairment) is not a material, pathological
condition but rather a socially constructed phenomenon whereby some differences are
abnormalised and pathologised into being and made a reality through social creation,

where-in certain difference becomes a marker for unjust treatment and lack of access to

society.
The Relevance of Foucault

The work of Foucault has influenced and informed both the work of people committed to

community critical psychology and people committed to understanding disability in ways
consistent with the family of social model approaches. Like the other influences Foucault
has informed this praxis; informing the community critical approach adopted and collective

reflexions on ‘disability’, ‘power’ and ‘knowledge'.
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Individualisation and Objectification

In Discipline and Punish (1977a) Foucault discusses the shift from sovereign power and
punishment, whereby crimes were an act against the sovereign and perpetrators where
subjected to, often public, brutal physical torture, toward a new era of disciplinary power,
wherein crimes come to be identified as an act against society and punishment is shifted
from retribution to rehabilitation. The deviant, criminal (and subsequently the sick or

'disabled’ person) is now to be ‘cured’ and rehabilitated towards fulfilling their role and place

in society (Foucault, 1977a, p. 98), rather than publicly brutalised as an example of the

power of the sovereign. The goal of punishment was no longer revenge, it was reform.

“Power is now bent on generating forces, making them grow, ordering them; this is a power
which ‘exerts a positive influence on like ... endeavours to administer, optimize and multiply
it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensible regulations” (Foucault, 198043, p.

137)

An important change from sovereign forms of punishment, which were discontinuous to the
crime, and failed to provide retribution for crimes which were not perpetrated against the
sovereign or were small enough to go unpunished, was the individualisation of punishment,
both in duration and type, which paved the way for scrutiny and ‘rehabilitation’ (curing the
person towards a return to society) of the most minute deviations from the ‘norm’. Whilst

sovereign punishment was notably public, disciplinary rehabilitation is notably secret,

hidden behind closed doors, behind policies and oaths of silence.

Foucault (1977a) details the Objectification of the Criminal, as they become a ‘species’ to
be studied, understood, measured, classified and rehabilitated. As Foucault's work has
examined closely, the body became the ‘bearer of new variables' (Foucault, 1980b, p 172)
which came to serve as the justification for the control of people, and justification for

specific forms of governance. Normalisation of the criminal, the abnormal, became the new

task. In order to ‘Normalise’ the criminal, they must be first categorised, studied and
understood; as Foucault notes, using “hierarchical observation... to transform individuals...

to make it possible to know them, to alter them” (Foucault, 19773, p. 172). Just as criminals
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could be reduced into fixed entities which could be studied and examined in great detail,

and about which new facts and knowledges could emerge so too could disabled people.

The individualisation of disability can be linked with the shift towards modernity and
capitalism (Finkelstein, 2002; Oliver, 1996), and so too can it be linked to the creation and
dominance of the industries centred around the measurement, treatment and control of
bodies and individuals. At the same time as we see the surfacing of an individual approach
to disability new forms of power and knowledge emerged which “created new forms of

domination in which the emergence of the human sciences, the formation of specific
disciplinary apparatuses and the construction of the subject are all inextricably linked (Best

& Kellner, 1991, p. 35). As Thomas (2004) notes; “in this perspective, being or becoming a
disabled person is about being socially constructed and positioned as such by those who

can exercise power through forms of knowledge.” (Thomas, 2004, p. 23)

Normalisation

Foucault recognised the role the Human Sciences played as ‘Apparatuses’ of Disciplinary

Power, using the term ‘Apparatuses’ to describe the:

“thoroughly heterogeneous ensembles consisting of discourses, institutions,
architectural forms, regulatory decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific
statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic propositions...the apparatus
itself is the system of relations that can be established between these elements”

(Foucault, 1980c, p. 194)
Foucault (1980c) describes the creation and usage of 'scientific knowledge’ to normalise

human subjects through the practical application of ‘technologies’; as elements of

assemblages.

As has been noted Foucault observed that the disciplinary apparatuses were legitimated in
terms of humanism and enhancing ‘life’. Intervention was seen as progressive and
beneficial but the treatment may not always been seen in this light and the consequences
of labels are negative and profound (Oliver, 1990). The dominance of the
medical/normalising position effectively reduces people to diseases or disorders, to be
controlled or eradicated, as opposed to humans with rights. As Oliver (1990) notes; “The
ideology of able-bodied normality underpins the professional approach from pre-birth to

death” (Oliver, 1990, p. 36).
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Disability became created as a category defined by an ‘abnormal pathology'. To have an

‘abnormal pathology’ indicates the construction of a ‘normal pathology’, or ‘able-
bodiedness’, which can be broadly recognised as one whose pathology does not interfere
with the status quo, which is docile, compliant and works within existing modes of

power/knowledge and one which fits in with the capitalist modes of production and the

development of wage labour (Oliver, 1990).

As the medical profession has expanded new ‘apparatuses’ have developed, (e.g.

psychology, physiotherapy, speech therapy) each carving out its own area of speciality, its
own locus for control and its own part of the object in which to practice their normalisation

and create new knowledges and skills. The objectification of people enables them to be

easily studied in discrete isolation by discrete ‘scientists’, with their own ‘technologies’ with

which to shape the control of the body.

Bodies became areas of power and governance; power was exerted upon them and
knowledge was created to quantify and chronicle their deviance, and thus made them
suitable sites of reform. Foucault refers to this as the object-effect, whereby something is

brought into being, constructed, known and understood through a powerful form of

knowledge. As Foucault states;

“What was then being formed was a policy of coercions that act upon the body, a
calculated manipulation of its elements, its gestures, its behaviour. The human
body was entering a machinery of power that explores it, breaks it down and
rearranges it. A ‘political anatomy’, which was also a ‘mechanics of power, was
being born; it defined how one may have a hold over others’ bodies, not only so
that they may do what one wishes, but so that they may operate as one wishes,
with the techniques, the speed and the efficiency that one determines. Thus
discipline produces subjected and practiced bodies, ‘docile’ bodies” (Foucaull,

1977a, pp138 - 139).
Psychology could play an important role in dismantling and exposing these discourses for

what they are, but psychology does not do this. Instead North ‘American Style Psychology’
(Parker, 2006, p. 8) is an apparatus, it is a strident force supporting the hegemony, through
knowledge production, indoctrination and education, and thus supports the maintenance of
these discourses; acting as an apparatus for the status quo. As Freire (1970) asserts, “the

oppressors are the ones who act upon the people to indoctrinate them and adjust them to a

reality which must remain untouched.” (Freire, 1970, p. 75)
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Power/Knowledge

Community Critical Psychology recognises that there is no form of psychological knowledge
or practice that does not set up or support a certain relationship of power. All psychology,

and human activity, is ideological; as Wendy Stainton Rogers (2002) defines ideology to
mean “the use of knowledge to promote the power of certain groups” (Stainton Rogers,
2002, p. 299). Psychologists produce certain knowledges which prioritise a certain position
(ideological) and marginalise others, as Hook (20042a) notes this is achieved by a tendency

to “marginalise certain voices, gloss over certain kinds of social contradiction and ultimately

collude with larger structures of power" (Hook, 20043, p. 14)

So for example, the discipline has first premised that mental ill health exists and secondly
that it resides in the faulty cognitions of individual people, who therefore can (and should)
be confined, measured, diagnosed, treated, rather than considering social, discursive and
attitudinal arrangements. From a community critical perspective this proves to be a
convenient line of inquiry because it does nothing to challenge the status quo. Yetin
contrast to the assertions of the community critical psychologists, mainstream psychology
generally remains convinced that it is an apolitical and objective discipline, untainted by
ideology; convinced that by being neither consciously engaged nor disengaged in
contesting oppression they maintain neutrality. As Namenwirth notes “scientists firmly
believe that as long as they are not conscious of any political agenda, they are neutral and
objective, when in fact they are only unconscious” (Namenwirth, 1986, as cited in Lather,
19864, p. 257). However, it is partially because of this supposedily neutrality that
psychology has come to be so implicated in oppression. As Freire (1972) asserts, “washing
one's hands of the conflict between the powerful and the powerless means to side with the

powerful, not to be neutral” (Freire, 1982, p. 102).

Despite the extent to which psychologists have traditionally made claims of objectivity, it is
the community critical position that psychology is not a 'neutral’ science. Indeed this
position of the supposed objectivity and belief in the value-neutrality of the knowledges

produced by psychology is of great concern, as the discipline not only fails to recognise but

fails even to contemplate the political nature of psychological activity. Psychology effectively
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produces mass belief in the story of disability residing inside the bodies of ‘unhealthy’

people and not in the unjust unhealthy society. The ignorance permitted under the guise of
objectivity and the subsequent critical void where the consideration of the ideological
implications of psychologist work and application, results in a complete and total lack of
comprehension as to the roles in which psychological research and activity maintains the

status quo, and provides legitimation and support for oppressive regimes.

The Relevance of Paulo Freire

The work of Paulo Freire pedagogical work might be considered as pivotal in relation to

contesting such oppression and the dominance, power/knowledge, or specific discourses.
Freire argues that oppression is maintained through the lack of opportunities to critically
reflect on the structure of domination and that existing educational spheres only serve to
deny such opportunities and to perpetuate this oppression. In contrast he proposes the
need for a liberatory pedagogy, central to which is his theory of ‘conscientization’.
Conscientization is the process through which collective understanding is transformed
through demystification or de-ideologisation whereby persons collectively engage in
problematisation questioning the status of dominant accounts (discourses or ideologies)
examining and challenging the premises of social and political problems rather than
focusing on conditions or symptoms, i.e. looking at structural, social causation rather than
individual ‘limitation’, questioning that which is taken for granted and accepted as ‘true’ or
inevitable (Freire 1970) sometimes involving the construction of counter-discourses, as a

result of co-action upon the social world.

Freire is critical of existing educational means and in particular he critiques the “banking
approach®, in which “knowledge is a gift bestowed by those who consider themselves
knowledgeable upon those whom they consider know nothing” (Freire, 1996, p. 53). Such
an approach clearly delineates between the knowers, teachers or researchers or
psychologists (the ‘subjects’), and the known, students or researched or ‘patients’ (the de-
humanised objects). Subsequently, in specific relation to education, the ‘students’ are

positioned as empty “receptacles to be filled by the teacher” (Freire, 1996, p. 53) with ‘facts’

which are presented as unquestionable ‘truths’ or ‘reality’. Instead for Freire it is the
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teacher’s role to engage in a dialogical method, to critically reflect on meanings and to co-

construct new knowledges from experiences and critical reflection or critical enquiry.

Community Critical Psychology is concerned with critiquing oppressive ideological
positions, and is especially concerned with the uses of psychology to support the less
powerful. Community Critical Psychology achieves this by studying the forms of
surveillance and self-regulation in everyday life (Parker, 1999), exposing the social
contradictions, contesting oppressive and being critically reflexive, enabling potentially
transformatory forms of practice that disrupt imbalances of power and which have social

equality as their goal (Parker, 2005, p. 13).

Technologies of Subjectivity

Foucault (1977a) discussed this new mechanism of “disciplinary power”, which he observed
as coinciding with the birth of “an art of the human body” (Foucault, 1977a, P138.), he
described its productive rather than repressive traits, observing how it brought things into
being, producing new knowledges (the human sciences) and in turn controlled and shaped

subjectivity. As Hook (2003) notes;

“‘Psychology (Medicine) is a Disciplinary Apparatus, employing normalising
technologies, (the elimination of all social and psychological irregularities and the
production of useful docile subjects through a refashioning of minds and bodies})
Technologies, confessional technology, the knowledge's they construct infiltrate the
technologies of the self,” (Hook, 2003, p.612}

The disciplinary control exerted through self-regulating subjectivity, increased people’s
general docility, optimised their capabilities, integrating them into systems of efficient and

economic contro! (Hook, 2004b), through individualised technologies of the self and broader

technologies of subjectivity.

People come to understand the negative message that all disabled people's problems stem
from having 'abnormal’ bodies as truth and fact, believing that it is their impairments which

automatically prevent them from participating in social activities. Under this model, disabled
people's inability to join in socCiety is seen as a direct result of having an impairment and not

as the resuit of features of our society which can be changed. The internalised oppression
from the personal tragedy understanding and dominant ideclogical position powerfully

maintains itself by making people less likely to witness or challenge their exclusion from
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mainstream society. The ideology which shapes disability as an individual phenomenon

precludes and prevents consideration of social factors which threaten its existence. By
controlling the validity of knowledge produced it has the power to dictate what there is to be
known about disability, what it means to be disabled and how people can challenge

‘disability’.

The technologies of subjectivity make people understand disability as an individual
phenomena, where the disabled person has the problem and it is them who must adjust (or

be adjusted) to fit the perfect, natural and fixed world.

Foucault noted that production of such internalized oppression is promoted through the

power of ‘the confessional’. He notes:

"The obligation to confess is now relayed through so many different points, is so
deeply ingrained in us, that we no longer perceive it as the effect of a power that
constrains us; on the contrary, it seems to us that truth, lodged in our most secret
nature, "demands” only to surface; that if it fails to do so, this is because a
constraint holds itin place, the violence of power weighs it down, and it can finally
be articulated only at the price of a kind of liberation. Confession frees, but power
reduces one to silence” (Foucault, 1978 p. 60).

Foucault notes the extent to which ‘the confessional’ permeates, noting its deploymentin a
series of relationships, for example in, “children and parents, students and educators,
patients and psychiatrists, delinquents and experts” (Foucault, 1978, p. 63). The
confessional is deployed for example by research experts in the form of interviewing for
judgement, correction or validation by the ‘researcher’, forensic experts deploy the
confessional to achieve ‘factual’ admission of ones guilt for judgement, correction or
validation by the juridiciary, or teachers in education as the representation of one’s thoughts

and beliefs for judgment, correction or validation by the educator. The purpose of all the

above as Foucault notes:

“is no longer a question simply of saying what was done ... and how it was done;
but of reconstructing, in and around the act, the thoughts that recapitulated it, the
obsessions that accompanied it, the images, desires, modulations, and quality of
the pleasure that animated it” (Foucault, 1978, p. 63).

Foucault even goes so far as to note confession as: “one of the West's most highly valued

techniques for producing truth” (Foucault, 1978, p. 63).

The surveillance of disabled people is inextricably linked to confession. Through confession

the person must enact and observe dominant discourses, present themselves for
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measurement against, or conformity to, some ‘normality’. Subsequent confessions are

required to monitor and develop the persons’ progress. Beyond the potential of subsequent
confessions, there is also the opportunity of subsequent éurveillance, for example, in
relation to higher education this might take the form of continued monitoring of
arrangements or the discrete observance of assessment performance, arranged in tandem
with subsequent confessional opportunities as students might be expected to return to
'support staff, to confess how good or bad they are doing, how they are suffering etc. Such

systems of surveillance have been well defined by Foucault. Foucault described the

implications of Bentham's model prison, the panopticon, which Foucault describes as:

“an annular building; at the centre, a tower; this tower is pierced with wide windows
that open onlo the inner side of the ring; the peripheric building is divided into cells,
each of which extends the whole width of the building; they have two windows, one
on the inside, corresponding to the windows of the tower; the other, on the outside,
allows the light to cross the cell from one end to the other, All that is needed, then,
is to place a supervisor in a central tower and to shut up in each cell a madman, a
patient, a condemned man, a worker or a schoolboy. By the effect of backlighting,
one can observe from the tower, standing out precisely against the light, the small
captive shadows in the cells of the periphery” (Foucault, 1977a, p. 200).

The architecture of the panopticon allows for continual scrutiny and observation, it also
facilitates the conditions of self surveillance. A guard need not be on hand to watch each
and every inmate for the architectural form of the panopticon allows always the possibility
that the inmate might be being watched, but all the time without them knowing. The
architectural form of the existing services is such that disabled students, once marked out,
can be subjected to continual surveillance through various processes of checking grades,
receiving feedback from course tutors, co-ordinators, disability advisor's and the
confessional mechanisms, framed as the altruistic workings of a system dedicated to
developing and refining the best individualised system possible, in which the individual is to
confess their experiences of the term for the compassion and scrutiny of the other who is
keen to help, but in doing so only reaffirms their position as a disabled, in the pathological

medical model sense, person.

Disciplinary Bio-Power and Governmentality

In later works Foucault went on to discuss the conglomeration of Disciplinary Power and

Bio-power, linking the bottom-up forms of Disciplinary Power, which operate at the level of
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the individuals, increasing their capabilities, and integrating them via self regulated

subjectivity, with the knowledge producing, resource gathering, ‘problems of the population’
work of ‘Bio-power’, which he latterly developed into the notion of Governmentality, which

he notes:

‘must be allowed the very broad meaning which it had in the sixteenth century.
‘Government’ did not refer only to political structures or the management of states;
rather it designated the way in which the conduct of individuals or states might be
directed: the government of children, of souls, of communities, of families, of the
sick. It did not cover only the legitimately constituted forms of political or economic
subjection, but also modes of action, more or less considered, which were
designed to act upon the possibilities of action of other people. To govern, in this
sense is to structure the possible field of action for others” (Foucault, 1982, p. 221).

An illustration of such Disciplinary Bio-power or Governmentality comes from the
‘compensation’ offered to disabled people. To gain access to such ‘compensation’ or
financial benefits disabled people must succumb to an individualistic theory of disability (to
confess), taking personal responsibility for their own problems and oppression, subjecting
themselves to the mercy of the medical profession, who will then measure, categorise,
record and report the bodies and provide legitimation and validation of the ‘individual

impairment’ (to subject themselves to surveillance).

In this one simple act we can see the investigation of population problems and gathering of
the ‘body of information’ (Bio-power) working alongside the disciplinary power of, operating
at the individual level, increasing docility (through the receipt of finance and medication),
the optimisation of capabilities (for work), interrogation, (benefits, ‘compensation’ will only
be awarded after an interview with a doctor or a psychologist) and the subjugation and
subsequent self-governance of the person to the individual, medical model of disability. To
receive benefits people must bow to the power and knowledges of the medical profession,
come to accept their position as inferior and adopt the medical model discourse and
individualised diagnosis. Through the individualistic model of disability, the
power/knowledge in this exchange is located with the medical profession and through

compulsory compliance controlling access to resources, it maintains its position

(Bickenbach, 1993).

Focussing at the individual functional limitation level, neatly directs attention away from

intervention to challenge social injustic= and discrimination in favour of intervention focused
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on individual people through medicine, measurement, pity, charity and goodwill. Effectively

maintaining dominant interests, creating and supporting existing job and business

opportunities’, leaving unjust systems unchallenged and unchanged.

Ilustrative of the strength of Disciplinary Bio-power any failure of the human sciences,
inability to find effective cures, treatments or rehabilitations, does not reflect badly upon
their abilities or lead society to consider a fundamental flaw in the area of analysis,
understanding and intervention. Instead this is represented as evidence for the need for

even more knowledge creation, intervention, measurement and rehabilitation, and for
further finances to be dedicated towards the professions or apparatuses looking at

controlling and normalising the population. As Oliver (1998) observes, this “link between

disability and social deviance ... influences health care and research and supports the

continued dominance of professionally controlled health and welfare services for disabled

people” (Oliver, 1993, p. 1448).

Conclusion

This work is an example of community critical psychology, in the sense that it is a blend of
community and critical psychologies and not the accommodationist, United States of
America style 'community psychology' which has come to dominate. The theoretical
standpoint is informed by the work of the British Disabled Peoples’ Movement and their
attempts at challenging conventional, oppressive, discourses of disability and impairment
and subsequent theoretical reformulations in a social model of disability. In keeping with the
resources for theorising made available in particular by Michel Foucault and Paulo Freire
the dominant accounts of the theoretical reformulations of the British Disabled Peoples’
Movement have been developed and a new theorised approach to disability is created
which, as Abberley (1992) suggested, addresses and transcends the social constructionist
and social creationist perspectives. The Social Justice Model of Disability facilitates the
provision of accounts of the social construction of disability in Higher Education which do

not necessarily preclude the necessity of both documenting and challenging the very ‘real

experiences of material, social and economic oppression, or disability, despite

understanding them to be socially created.
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As well as inspiring new conceptualisations of disability, the works of Freire and Foucault
also inform and develop a community critical standpoint which goes beyond merely offering

yet more critique of the discipline of psychology toward incorporating critical action; seeking

to prevent or reduce the negative consequences of our societal arrangements by working

collaboratively with persons, to both expose their workings and to promote social change.

The follow chapter develops upon this account of an emancipatory social science and
provides an explanation of a sophisticated emancipatory methodology to match the ideals

of Community Critical Psychology and the work of the British Disabled Peoples' Movement.
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Chapter Three - A Meta-justification of Praxis

“Insofar as we have come to see that evolving an empowering pedagogy is an
essential step in social transformation, does not the same hold true for our research
approaches?” (Lather, 1986a, pp 262 - 263).

A conventional thesis is expected or required by the academy to have a methodology
section where methodology is a highly theorised meta-justification for the use of particular
methods to discover ‘what is the case’. Even if one rejects the ontological assumption of an

independently existing world and the epistemological assumption that knowledge about
such a world can be gained by systematic objective utilisation of certain standard research

methods, and instead positions knowledge as claims privileged because of their

methodological genealogy (knowledgemented), a section is still be required to explicate the

framework of meta-assumptions and values within which knowledgement processes occur
and are legitimated. So at a minimum | require a meta-justification of the why the
knowledgementing the praxis collective has done should be taken seriously (and
simultaneously why the degree of seriousness accorded to ‘research’ should be
problematised). However, as has been made clear, knowledgementing is only one
dimension of irreducible praxis, a meta-justification of the other dimensions (critique and
social change) is also required. Therefore a theorised meta-justification for the use of praxis
to understand, critique and change disabling practices is required. However this will not be
provided within the frame of reference of conventional modernist science but within a critical
‘other’ frame of reference. So, below, in this chapter | explicate praxis as it's understood in
this thesis, interleaving and making explicit the meta-criteria against which praxis is seen as
preferable to research as a way of engaging with the social world and stating

unambiguously why it should be taken more seriously than ‘research’.

Theorising the Praxis

Within a critical frame of reference the notion of praxis is understood to be the act of
knowing the social world, changing the social world and critiquing the social world in one
and the same process; a frame of reference which rejects naive realism and positions

reality as socially constructed but, none the less, has ‘rear effects; a frame of reference
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which rejects fragmentation in favour of holistic inter-connectivity — in relation to knowledge
construction, collective action and critique; a frame of reference which rejects individualism
at every level and positions knowing-changing-critiquing i.e. praxis, as collectively
accomplished; crucially, a frame of reference which draws no distinction between power
and knowledge?®. It is a position which therefore distances this work from that of Nelson and
Prilleltensky who talk of the ‘cycle’ of praxis; which is the “constant cycle of reflection and
action” (Nelson and Prilleltensky, 2005, p. 185), advocating a method similar to the

Lewinian oscillation between action and then reflection. Ironically, such an account falls

disturbingly close to their critique of the actions of researchers committed to the “so-called

‘scientific method’ (positivism and post positivism)” which they note is concerned with
“hypothesis testing derived from theoretical positions” (Nelson & Prilleltensky, 2005, p.

233).

Within the frame of reference of this thesis, knowledge is not positioned as being
discovered or found but as constructed or invented (or as this way of putting it may suggest
that individual agents are fabricating accounts it is better to put it that knowledge claims are
constituted within and through the interconnections which constitute power-knowledge).
Within this critical frame of reference, knowledge is not positioned as being ‘about’ an
independently existing reality but as constituted through an interconnectivity, or
assemblage, of social phenomena. Within this critical frame of reference, truth is not a
matter of correspondence of ‘facts’ with an independently existing reality but as a matter of
whether a claim is accorded the status of truth according to locally agreed social
conventions i.e. whether a claim is ‘truthed.’ A social process through which claims are
given the status of knowledge (truthed) is referred to, within this frame of reference, as

'knowledgementing. According to studies in the history and sociology of knowledge, the

% “there is no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor
any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations’

(Foucault, 1977a, p. 27).
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locally agreed social conventions on ‘truthing’ vary widely from culture to culture and across
time and, within the critical frame<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>