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Abstract

This thesis is an account of a project that investigated the possibilities for
counselling supervision offered by the philosophical positions that produce
narrative approaches to counselling. Thus, the research was positioned as a social
constructionist project. It drew on the work of five local counsellors who met
together regularly over a year to engage in reflecting team supervision and to
reflect on the practices thus produced. The project recognised, too, that local

professional cultures have produced supervision in particular ways.

Out of this project I have come to tell some supervision stories differently. Most
recent mainstream approaches to counselling supervision construct supervision as
a generic activity, and an activity that is best produced independently of particular
metaphors of counselling practice. I argue that such approaches appear to be
constrained by their inattention to the epistemology of practice. Aspects of
dominant supervision discourse place an overriding emphasis on supervisor
responsibility, producing an apparent dependence upon instrumental practice.
When the emphasis is on supervisor responsibility, counsellors tend to be
produced at the margins of the very activity that the profession constructs as

critical to their effective and ethical counselling work with clients.

In contrast, the focus of this analysis is on the possibilities for a supervision where
responsibility is relationally exercised and dialogically produced, whether in
dyadic supervision or in a professional community of concern such as offered by
the reflecting team used in this study. The analysis demonstrates a shift to an
understanding of supervision as having a moral and ethical focus: from asking the
instrumental question, what to do with Client X? counsellors and supervisors ask
what are the effects for practice of thinking this way? What are the effects for
clients of practising these ways? With this shift, the discourses of counselling
practice and the positions for counsellors within those discourses are available for
rigorous investigation, with an emphasis on the politics of practice. I argue for a
politics of supervision practice that responds to the location of supervision itself

as a site of professional governance, and takes responsibility for the kinds of
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professional self the practices of supervision are called to produce. Professional
truth claims, both those that construct supervision and those that construct
counselling, are shown to be open for examination and negotiation in a
constructionist supervision practice. In the dialogical examination and negotiation
of professional truth claims in supervision, a storying counsellor professes the

moral and ethical authority by which they produce their work.

At the same time as it is a serious practice of ethical responsibility, supervision
also depends, I propose, upon counsellors and supervisors taking up the
imaginary. When we ask what counts as professional truth, when we ask how
things might be otherwise than they are, we take supervision dialogue into other
dimensions. When we take seriously our responsibilities to profess, to story our
own professional identities in action, we generate also, I argue, possibilities for
storying the pleasures of our counselling work. To take supervision talk into the

domain of the imaginary and of pleasure, is to produce supervision otherwise.
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Prologue

“QOur selves, our minds — and, indeed the society in which we live — are all co-
created projects, never solo performances in which we have star billing and
others are mere background. We celebrate the other, for without the other there

is no existence for us either”. (Sampson, 1993, p.142.)

With gratitude and humility I acknowledge and celebrate all the ‘others’ who in a
great variety of ways have made possible the project represented in this thesis you

now read. I greet them, and I greet you as you join me as reader.

For too long, our major cultural and scientific views have been monologic
and self-celebratory — focusing more on the leading protagonist and the
supporting cast he has assembled for his performances than on others as

viable people in their own right. (Sampson, 1993, p.ix)

And surely a doctoral thesis is a cultural expression that might readily bring forth
the monologic and self-celebratory. Here I am cast as leading protagonist, having
assembled a cast made up of both research participants and contributors to and
commentators on the discursive fields in which this project is located. Here am I,
perhaps cast as grand teller of a grand tale, a sole performer in the supposedly sole
performance of a doctoral thesis. But Sampson’s words draw attention to the
ethic that I worked to address as I began this project, that I lived out at the data
generating stage of the research process, and that I have continued to struggle with
as I write this thesis. That ethic is about serving practice. Sampson’s words
remind me of the importance of both what I write out of and what I write into. I
begin, then, acknowledging the ethical dimensions of this project, and the call, to
live and practise and write in ethical relationship, that is part of the cultural and

scientific view upon which this thesis stands.
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Chapter One

An introduction to the study

Introduction

This thesis document tells many stories, but two in particular run from beginning
to end. One story is an account of how counselling professionals in a New
Zealand setting might produce counselling supervision when our work is informed
by the narrative metaphor. This is the story that I set out to tell when I began this
project that has been an important focus of my professional life over recent years.
A second story is about the production of the research process: I will introduce

that story below.

In introducing this first account here I argue that the storying metaphor of
narrative approaches to therapy might be appropriately applied in professional
supervision. When the stories people have and tell about themselves are
understood to be constitutive of identity, supervision might be understood to be a
site of storying and thus producing professional identity and professional practice.
I suggest that the tasks and responsibilities of counsellor and supervisor when they
meet in supervision are more similar than different: to take this position is out of
step with most accounts of supervision. Both counsellor and supervisor are
concerned with the production of the counsellor’s professional identity and so
with the production of ethical and effective practice. In this production, the
emphasis of the supervision relationship is upon collaboration and upon
collaborative storying, as counsellors become researchers of their practice,
engaged in supervision and counselling in ways that are generative rather than

reproductive.

Further, this study has led me to argue that the understandings of power offered by
discursive approaches to therapy have particular implications for supervision, both
for how supervision is constructed in particular supervision relationships and how

the profession constructs supervision. In particular, I suggest that responsibility in
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supervision and for ethical counselling and supervision practice is produced
relationally. I argue that supervision itself should be understood as above all an
ethical practice, concerned with the ethics of its own production and with the
ethics of the relations produced in and for counselling. Of particular interest to me
in this investigation are the interrelationships between international and local
professional cultures and the strategies of governance in which supervision is

implicated in the local professional culture.

But let me move now to the story of the beginning of the project, when I
developed both my research questions and a process to answer those questions.
For that story, the story of producing a research process that would be congruent
with a collaborative ethos of narrative therapy, is the second story told in this
document. It is a story told explicitly and transparently for I believe that the

successful interweaving of practice and research is not to be taken for granted.

In writing now about this project’s beginning, I am of course no longer the
inquirer I was when I began. Not only has my research practice been transformed
in and through the research process but the field itself has shifted in significant
ways during the project’s life. There are always tensions in writing research
reports when studies are located in a philosophy of knowledge more suited to
diachronic (across time) telling when reporting formats support a synchronic
(slice of time) perspective (Polkinghorne, 1997). Recognising that tension, I
continue this introduction by locating myself and the hopes with which this
project was begun largely in the terms of my research proposal, for I want the
study’s genesis to be understood. In narrative accounts meaningfulness is

produced through location in place and across time.

Locating myself and the genesis of this project

I came to this research project out of three professional roles - as a counsellor and
a supervisor, and as a member of a team of counsellor educators. At the time the
project began I had worked as a counsellor for fourteen years. Throughout this
time [ had engaged in individual, peer and group supervision of my own

counselling practice, with supervisors representing a range of theoretical
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perspectives and using a range of working styles. For some years I had also
provided professional supervision for counsellors in community and education
settings, with changes in my style of supervising reflecting my changing
philosophical and theoretical orientation. While working as a counsellor I had
contributed part-time to counsellor education, most recently as a member of the
team in the Department of Education Studies at the University of Waikato. As an
active counselling practitioner, my teaching focus within counsellor education
was professional practice. I had become particularly interested in the interface
between students' university-based learning experiences and their placement-
based learning, and the critical role supervision plays as students of counselling
produce themselves as professional counsellors. I was also interested in
supervision as an ongoing aspect of professional practice mandated for all
counsellors in professional codes in New Zealand, as it is in the U.K. (New
Zealand Association of Counsellors Code of Supervision, 2000; British

Association of Counselling, 1996).

Most particularly, however, I was brought to this project by the philosophical
standing ground of the University of Waikato counsellor education programme.
As I saw it, this standing ground offered an opportunity to make, and indeed
required, some important developments in supervision. The programme drew on
the richness of a variety of traditions. Firstly, as a professional counsellor
education programme, we were positioned by our identifying as counsellors
professionally associated with the New Zealand Association of Counsellors
(NZAC), whose Code of Ethics and Code of Supervision further informed our
expectations and understandings. I note here, too, a matter to which I shall give
attention later, the influences of differing institutional practices in counselling
supervision in the United States and in the United Kingdom, from where we draw

our literature and some practice traditions.

Secondly, and more significantly, the counsellor education team had made the
decision to locate the programme in social constructionist ideas and the
approaches to therapy characterised as narrative (Monk & Drewery, 1994;
Monk, Winslade, Crocket, & Epston,1997; Winslade, Monk, & Drewery, 1997).

Internationally and locally, and particularly at the time I began the study,
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postmodern developments in therapeutic practice had been led mostly by those
who either currently or historically identified themselves as family therapists.
Michael White, David Epston, Jill Freedman and Dean Combs, Wally McKenzie,
Johnella Bird, Vicky Dickerson and Jeff Zimmerman are particular examples. In
New Zealand, narrative approaches were very much more in evidence at family
therapy conferences than at counselling conferences. Many narrative therapists
had a background in social work rather than counselling. However, here at the
University of Waikato, we were teaching the ideas within the context of a
programme that had historically focussed on an eclectic approach to counselling
and guidance in school and community contexts. In the programme we thus
called on two major traditions, family therapy and counselling, each with its own
histories, understandings and practices around supervision (Todd & Storm,
1997a), and each with its own literature and theory base. In this bringing together,
we were breaking down some of the distinctions between the fields. This study,
then, has drawn on the history, theories and practices of both fields, not to develop
a unifying or overarching version of supervision, but so that I might use the
possibilities both fields, family therapy and counselling, offer for bringing
forward an account of supervision located in constructionist ideas and a New

Zealand counselling context.

At the time I was asking what constructionist ethics and practice meant for
supervision, there seemed to me to be some significant gaps in the supervision
literature. As the study began there was not a great deal available in either the
practice or research literature about the implications of the postmodern shifts in
counselling for counselling supervision. As well, I was aware that in the 1990s
the trend in supervision practice was to distinguish supervision as an educational
process rather than a counselling-related one. Interest had moved towards generic
models of supervision and away from counselling-linked approaches (Carroll,
1996; Holloway, 1995). And yet, generic approaches tended not to account for
their own paradigm locatedness: in contrast with accounts of narrative therapies,
generic accounts of supervision seemed more concerned with the pragmatics of
practice, paying less attention to the ethics of practice. Beyond generic
approaches, what might the narrative metaphor and its supporting philosophical

positions offer to counselling supervision? That was the question this study was
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intended to investigate. Idid not seek to provide some new universal approach to
supervision but in the spirit of constructionist research and practice I wanted to

offer an account of supervision that was local and situated.

My research questions, as I began, were these:

1. What does embracing a social constructionist position, and in particular
the narrative metaphor, mean for how supervisors and counsellors

engage in professional supervision?

2. What constitutes effective counselling supervision in this counselling

community?

3. What, then, are the implications for the education of counsellors and

supervisors in supervision in a narrative mode?

A research practice for a counselling practitioner

My research questions had been constructed out of my own professional history:
that history also meant that I approached the tasks of investigating these questions
in certain ways. As a researcher, I wanted to serve the professional practice
community by engaging in a data-generating process that treated the practice field
with integrity and by offering an account that would make sense to and be useful
to practitioners. While this stance was clear, the pragmatics of such practice were
not. I was satisfied that my philosophical base and the ethics of my practice
supported each other in counselling: in research I did not have the same
confidence. My own earlier experiences as researcher and researched had left me
dissatisfied, and those experiences were located within a wider professional story
that reflected tensions in the relationships between counselling practice and

research. That is a story I will address more fully in Chapters Five and Six.

As I considered how I might answer my research questions, I looked to the
professional skills and knowledge I already had. Established skills and
knowledge could support my move into that with which I wanted to become more

accomplished. On this basis, I adopted a process of “inquiry in which the
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knowledge processes of practice are given a role complementary to the processes
of research” (Hoshmand, 1994, p.36). For example, the reflecting team, the
“prosthetic device” (Shotter, 1992, p.64) which I chose to use to investigate
supervision, had a history as a therapeutic device rather than an academic research
one. At the same time, my site of inquiry, the professional practice of
supervision, was one where researchers had not usually directed the lens upon
themselves: like most counselling researchers, supervision researchers had
studied others (Carroll, 1996; Neufeldt, Karno & Nelson, 1996; Sumeral &
Borders, 1996; Worthen & McNeill, 1996, for example). The study of others is,
after all, proper and usual research practice. However, it seemed to me that if I
were to put under research scrutiny the work of other counsellors and supervisors,
it would be appropriate that I put my own counselling and supervision work under
the same scrutiny. I wanted to be a researcher with, rather than a researcher of,
my colleagues. The ethics of research practice were clearer to me than the method

I might employ.

And so a fourth research question joined the other three: what kind of
constructionist research processes might enable me to answer these
questions? As I have indicated, this question has become as central as the other
three in the production of this project. To this fourth question the answers about
how I might generate data at first seemed more readily available than the answers
about how I might generate tools of analysis. However, in the event, both

categories of “answer” proved elusive at times. Hoshmand asked,

Should one conduct a simple survey study or a neatly controlled analogue
experiment, or should one risk the “imperfections” of a clinical or applied

study? (Hoshmand, 1994, p.4)

I have lived with the risks and imperfections, as well as the satisfactions and

delights, of a work that is both clinical and applied.

This second story is not only a story of how a research process was conducted, but
is also a story of how, positioned in these ways, I constructed this particular

research process. As a counselling practitioner, familiar with reflecting on my
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work in counselling, I have been similarly reflective about my work in this
research project. Constructionism has offered me particular theoretical resources

for the work of reflection.

The study

Briefly, the study investigates supervision from a constructionist perspective,
using as its primary data the supervision conversations of a group of local
counsellors and supervisors. In this way the study draws on the traditions of
reflective practice (Moon 1999; Polkinghorne, 1992; Schon, 1983, 1987), while
taking reflective practice into new domains. The supervision research group was
set up for the study, working together in a reflecting team process (Andersen,
1989, 1995; Davidson, & Lusardi, 1991;. Lowe & Guy, 1996; White, 1995,
1997, 1999). I will describe this practice in Chapters Two, Four and Five. I was a
member of this group of five counsellors/supervisors who met fortnightly through
a year for supervision. The reflecting team structure, together with further layers
of group review and inquiry, opened our supervision practice to research inquiry.
Transcripts of our supervision and research conversations provided the data for
analysis. Over the time of the data-generating and data analysis the practice field
and the literature were both rapidly shifting, and my own understandings of the
implications of postmodern theorising continued to expand. The questions with
which I entered the inquiry remained important to me and I was engaging with
them as an active practitioner in a range of sites in my practice, not only that to

which this research study is limited.

As the study proceeded, my understandings of the implications of constructionist
theorising for the practice of supervision were extended. And at the same time, I
also extended my understandings of the possibilities of constructionist theorising
for my research practice. I came to understand more fully that the inquiry with
which I was engaged was woven into a complex web of ethical, pragmatic and
epistemological questions. These questions would lead me to locate the study
more particularly than I had when I proposed it. Such an outcome is not
unexpected in a research study based in professional action and reflection. I came
to locate my research questions more particularly within the discursive turn, and

to conceive of my work more purposefully as a broadly discourse analytic work.
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On this basis, this document responds to my research questions by considering
them on terms drawn from discourse analytic inquiry. I introduce at this point the
theoretical resources, discourse and positioning that I employ to structure the

study. These are important concepts for understanding what follows.

Discourse

Discourse can be said to be a system of rules and relations of power, manifested
in social practices, which also constitute those practices in interactive fashion.
Discourses are “practices that systematically form the objects of which we speak”
(Foucault, 1972, p.49). Iinvestigate supervision as discourse. In this
investigation I ask questions. These questions render visible the discourses which
produce supervision. I ask, what is this object, this practice, supervision? What is
being “talked into existence” (Willig, 1999b, p.114) when professionals, or others,
write or speak about, or speak within, supervision? How has supervision been
produced, at different times and in different places? And how is it being
constructed moment by moment as our research group works with it in a particular
instance of practice? How has supervision been constructed that we come to
employ these strategies? With these questions I focus inquiry on the work that
supervision does as a professional practice. What is supervision called to do as
counsellors and supervisors reproduce its practices? For how supervision is
constructed as an object, conceived of as a professional, ethical practice,
determines and is determined by what we do as individual counsellors and
supervisors when we meet together in supervision. What are we called to do as
we reproduce the practices of supervision? As counsellors and supervisors we
produce and reproduce the discourse practices of supervision: we employ and are
in the employ of its strategies. These strategies become visible in the texts,
written and spoken, that constitute the canon of supervision and the everyday

speech acts of supervision.

Supervision is of course not constructed as a singular object, but rather multiple
constructions co-exist, confirming and distinguishing and contesting each other.
Within this project, I explore some of the constructions of supervision that have
become dominant, and consider the effects that dominance has had. I ask what

has produced their dominance and what other constructions of supervision there
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are and what effects those constructions produce. How do local or particular or
alternative discourses of supervision produce or interrupt dominant or other local
or particular or alternative discourses of supervision? These are questions that
guide my investigation of supervision practice as it is represented in the literature,
and as it was re-presented in the practice site in which I studied it. And as I
conduct this investigation of a different genre of supervision discourse another
question is always present: how do constructionist ideas and the narrative

metaphor construct supervision as an object?

In constructing an object, discourse also produces subjects (Fairclough, 1992;
Fairclough, 1969; Parker, 1994). And so my inquiry considers the subjects
produced by supervision discourse. As different versions of supervision are
produced, different subjects are called into being. How do particular supervision
discourses produce subjectivity for supervisors, I asked. What sort of subject is
the counsellor who is produced within the terms of this discourse? What relations
are constructed between these subjects, counsellors and supervisors? What power

relations are produced within this discourse?

Power relations and positioning

Discourse is understood to produce subjects in relations of power. “We should
talk about discourse and power in the same breath,” suggested Parker (1991,
p-18). Relations of power made manifest in and produced by discursive practices
determine who may speak and when, and what might be spoken about and in what
terms. However, relations of power do not work with only singular action: the
terms of a discourse are not complete or final. Nonetheless, relations of power
produce the expressions of subjectivity that are available within the terms of
particular discourse practices. Parker (1991) suggested that discourses call us into
positions which we can identify by asking in what ways "the discourse is hailing
us ... and making us listen as a certain type of person" (p.9), and then, "what are
we expected to do when addressed. What rights do we have to speak?" (p.10).
This is the concept of positioning, a place to which we are called, in relation,
within a set of social rules, practices, power relations and ways of speaking.
Discourses produce and are produced by relations of power and thus produce

positionings which subjects occupy. And so in this study I investigate the
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positionings offered to counsellor and supervisors, in particular, in the discourse
practices of supervision. I investigate both those positionings that grand
narratives of supervision offer and produce, and those positionings that particular
intimate professional conversations, within this project, offer and produce moment

by moment in the encounter between a counsellor and a supervisor.

Willig suggested that positionings might be thought of as being produced in two
dimensions (1999). Firstly, since “discursive positions pre-exist the individual”
(p-114) individuals might be understood to take up subject positions constrained
by the limited availability of pre-existing positions in discourse. Secondly,
individuals might take up in an “active and purposive” (p.114) way positions
which discursive constructions make available. These positions are taken up for
what Davies and Harré (1991, p.45) called their “social (illocutionary) force”, for
the ways they work as social actions. Constructionist practice in counselling

seeks to make use of this theoretical point for therapeutic purposes.

Davies’ distinction that discourse “has effects”, that it produces positionings that
can be taken up and that it does not identify the speaker’s “real nature” or the real
nature of the spoken-of, is an important one for this study (1998, p.136). The
distinction draws attention firstly to the idea that the self is constituted rather than
essential: an individual’s actions make sense in relation with their “lived history”,
their “sense of their own embodiment”, and the access they have had to and their
“familiarity with a range of discourses” (Davies, 1991, p.140). Secondly, moral
action, then, is not an essential act of an essential self but rather moral action is
the selecting of an appropriate “vocabulary of action” (Gergen, 1996, p.22) within
the terms of the discourses to which one has access and so within the positions to
which one has access. What counts as moral action depends then upon the

discourse, the moral order, within which the action is produced.

I emphasise here the import of these ideas — about the accessibility or not of
positions within discourse - for how I go on to read supervision texts, both the
literature on which I have drawn and the primary data texts I have used for
analysis. These ideas offer the theoretical resources I use to investigate firstly the

positions offered counsellors and supervisors within the terms of various
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supervision discourses, and secondly how counsellors and supervisors are

constituted through various discursive practices of supervision.

Finding positions that I might use to make readings of discourse and positioning
in supervision has been a particularly central aspect of my producing this project,
for the path to those positions has seemed not particularly well trodden in
practitioner research. As well, amongst those who have taken up the discursive
turn in social science research there are multiple and competing versions of what
such a path might look like (Burr, 1998; Davies, 1998; Merttens, 1998; Parker,
1998, 1999c, for example). In Chapters Five and Six, I shall return to a full
discussion of my positioning as researcher. However, I introduce this matter here,
to indicate that while I employ the theoretical tools of discourse and positioning in
studying supervision, I do not myself step outside discourse to do so: as a

researcher, I am constituted by discourses of research.

The structure of this document

The final task of this chapter is to introduce the process of this document’s
argument. Chapter Two introduces further the philosophical standing ground of
the project amongst postmodern social theories. A discussion of the narrative
metaphor and the theoretical resources upon which it depends is used to further
develop an account of the location of the study. I describe reflecting team practice
in therapy. This chapter also sets out the questions that my work as a narrative-

informed counsellor raised for how I might understand and practice supervision.

In Chapter Three I turn my attention to the general field of supervision, paying
particular attention to work that has had some influence in New Zealand settings.

I discuss the matter of responsibility in supervision, showing how many accounts
of supervision construct responsibility as residing unilaterally in the supervisor.
Supervision has been distinguished in the literature from consultation, training and
counselling and I investigate these distinctions and their effects. Reviewing
dominant discourses of supervision, I also account for my interest in going beyond
the current mainstream emphasis on generic approaches to supervision. Lastly, I
give detailed attention to the construction of the supervision relationship within

supervision literature, arguing that counsellors have often been positioned at the
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margins of the very activity that is intended to ensure that their practice is
effective and ethical. I argue for a version of supervision that pays more attention
to the positioning of counsellor and supervisor in relation, and to the positioning

of counsellors for moral action.

Chapter Four investigates some aspects of supervision in the local professional
culture. Then, using Rose’s (1991, 1998) ideas about governance, it considers the
ways in which particular speech acts or particular organisational moves have
constructed supervision and constructed supervision as a tool of professional
governance. I argue that it behoves the counselling profession to take care about
how we, as counsellors, implicate supervision (further) in professional-self
governance. The final section of Chapter Four considers postmodern accounts of
supervision, as they are available in the international literature. I draw on
narrative and solution-focussed accounts that make links between the processes of
counselling and those of supervision, and I discuss their emphasis on collaborative
practices and power relations. Group and team supervision practices are

reviewed, with an emphasis on the reflecting team supervision literature.

Chapters Five and Six describe in detail the construction of the research process.
Chapter Five begins with an exploration of the implications of my own
professional practice history for the ethical stance I brought to this project and for
the practical choices I made. I investigate my own positioning in research
discourse, noticing the competing and, at times, confusing positions to which I
was called in the process of generating a site for constructionist inquiry. The
activities in which we engaged as a research group in data-generation processes
are then given attention. Data analysis is the focus of Chapter Six, where I
investigate a range of constructionist options available to me and locate my
choices within the wider field of discourse analytic practice. Chapter Six

concludes with a reflection on my positioning as the writer of this document.

Chapters Seven to Eleven offer an analysis of supervision based on the data
generated at the site of my study, a group supervision and research practice.
Chapter Seven investigates the discourse of supervisor responsibility, noticing the

positions in relation for counsellor and supervisor that this discourse produces.
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Examples from practice illustrate the calls to supervisors to exercise

responsibility, provide expertise and to provide instruction, all within a somewhat
paternalistic relation. The data also suggest that the centring of responsibility and
expertise in the supervisor may not position counsellors well for the production of

ethical counselling practice.

Chapter Eight uses examples from practice to illustrate aspects of constructionist
supervision practice. Here, the supervision relationship is produced as a dialogic
one, where authority is situated and knowledge is generated in collaborative
inquiry and in research-of-practice inquiry. The data offer illustration of a
counsellor well positioned for ethical action in their counselling practice. Chapter
Nine continues the discussion of what the data suggest a constructionist approach
to supervision might look like. The first example from practice illustrates a
collaborative assessment of concern about the safety of a client: responsibility is
exercised in the relationship. The chapter moves on to illustrate the purposeful
positioning of supervision within a moral order of liberatory practice as a
supervisor refuses the call to instrumental action. Instead she investigates with the
counsellor her positioning within employment relations and professional

discourse.

Reflecting team supervision is the focus of Chapter Ten. Here, examples from
practice illustrate the reflecting team working as a professional community of
concern. As a professional community of concern team members engaged in
relational and dialogical investigation of our positionings in particular discourses
of professional practice. The work of actively producing ourselves as counsellors

in supervision is rendered visible in these examples.

Chapter Eleven explores the celebration metaphor, a provisional tactic produced
in the group as a counter-practice. An example illustrates the storying of
professional identity that a celebration agenda made possible. A further example
demonstrates the restraints on the rich storying of practice and professional
identity when such practices have not been mutually negotiated. This example
provides the opportunity to theorise two aspects of the storying of professional

identity. The first of these is an investigation of the extension of the celebration
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metaphor to suggest that supervision might be a site wherein counsellors take
pleasure in our work by richly storying those aspects of our work that are pleasing
to us. Secondly I offer a discussion of the storying subject, asking about the terms
on which the storying of professional identity might be richly and ethically

accomplished.

A similar theme runs through Chapters One to Six, and Chapters Seven to Eleven.
That theme is ethical action. I introduce this study with the claim that this
document is an account of research as ethical action, rather than of research as
instrumental action. Similarly, I argue that counselling supervision is concerned
not only with the instrumental actions of counselling practitioners but with the
ethical actions by which counsellors produce their professional identities.
Supervision does not take place independently of the moral orders within which

we make sense of our professional practice and so of our engagement with clients.

In Chapter Twelve, I discuss the implications that this study offers for the practice
of supervision in constructionist mode, particularly in a New Zealand counselling
setting. Then, in Chapter Thirteen, I describe the application of ideas from this
study in an example of my practice in counsellor education. Chapter Fourteen
offers a summary and conclusion, drawing together the two stories identified in
this current chapter. It again locates the study and the contingency of the
knowledge it has produced, both knowledge about supervision and knowledge

about research.
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Chapter Two

Locating narrative approaches to counselling

Persons give meaning to their lives and relationships by storying their experience,
and ...in interacting with others in the performance of these stories, they are
active in the shaping of their lives and relationships. (White & Epston, 1989,
p.21)

Introduction

This study is located within the streams of social theory variously and divergently
characterised by commentators as the narrative turn (Polkinghorne, 1988), the
linguistic turn (Fairclough,1992; 1995), the discursive turn (Parker, 1999), the
relational paradigm (Gergen, 1994; McNamee & Gergen, 1999), a
“participatory” stance (Shotter, 2000, p.123; 1996). The study depends, too,
upon a Foucaultian understanding of power as productive power, and the
particular use made of Foucaultian ideas by Rose (1989, 1991, 1998) in his
exploration of the work of the psychology-derived (psy) disciplines, and by White
(1989, 1995, 1997) in his exploration and use of poststructuralist ideas in therapy.
An account of these theoretical influences will be developed in Chapters Five and

Six where the story of the production of the research method is told.

Drawing on these diverse but affiliated streams in social theory, the account in
this document will show this project to be a hybrid one that has been variously
influenced. With post modernism has come the abandonment of belief in the
explanatory power of the grand truth narratives of the modernist project. Rather,
accounts are seen to be local, and situated, to hold true according to particular
conditions, and to be fragmented rather than unified. My task in this account is to
bring together the influences - theoretical, professional and personal - on this
project and to offer a local account that makes use of diverse ideas yet establishes
some coherence. But how “grand” must a local narrative be? I have found it
useful to think in terms of “a provisional tactic to help us move forward rather

than a grand strategy to solve all the problems and close questioning down”
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(Parker, 1999b, p.2). I will not manage to close questioning down or solve all the
problems of the theoretical setting, or indeed within the practice implications, of
the study. As well, in accounting for my research position and practice I have not
felt compelled to draw some of the theoretical boundaries drawn by those upon
whose theorising I call in this study: I have used works that do not always sit in
neat agreement with each other. Rather, in producing this study I have made links
with a number of streams of postmodern work, finding fluidity rather than rigidity
more useful to support the practice orientation I sought. This is the ethos about
which Rosenbaum & Dyckman (1996) wrote: their metaphor speaks to the spirit
of this study.

In our tellings we must give self-identity boundaries. It is important,
though, that these not be the rigid boundaries of penned-in lines on a
political map; wars are fought over such boundaries, despite the fact that
on the land itself these map lines cannot be seen smelled, heard, tasted or
touched . Our boundaries must rather reflect living shores, where sea and
winds constantly change the form of cliffs and cove, inlets and jutting

rocks. Boundaries are always expressed in action. (1996, pp. 269-270)

And so as I account for the theoretical influences on this study, my focus is on the
study’s purpose of offering alternative understandings of and ways of working in
the professional practice of supervision: the focus is practice. "The criterion for
acceptability of a knowledge claim is the fruitfulness of its implementation"
(Polkinghorne, 1992, p.162): I think this position is useful in both counselling

practice and in research practice.

As this chapter continues, its focus is the practice of narrative therapy with an
emphasis on the central theoretical concepts that support that practice and so
produced this project as an investigation of narrative approaches to counselling
supervision. In describing narrative therapy I will employ a number of ways of
naming the therapy. I have come to think of narrative approaches to therapy as
multi-storied, and I will write of these approaches interchangeably as narrative,
social constructionist, and discursive. This languaging practice reflects the

changing, fluid, “living shores” (Rosenbaum & Dyckman, 1996) of these
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therapeutic approaches. The ideas that produce the naming practices, narrative,
social constructionist, and discursive, are accounted for within the descriptions of

the therapy that follow in this chapter.

Social constructionism holds that speaking is always local and situated, that
speaking is always from a particular position within discourse. Familiar with the
practice of identifying the positions from which I am speaking, I begin the
account of narrative therapy that is the focus of this chapter by locating myself in

relation with what I think of as a community of practice and ideas.

Migration of professional identity

Some years before engaging with this current study I had undertaken what I now
think of as a migration of professional identity. My own education in counselling
had been in a programme that was eclectic and I had gone on to counsel, then
supervise, and then teach, in this mode. Along the way my interest in narrative
therapy grew as a result of exposure to the convincing evidence available of the
“fruitfulness of its implementation” (Polkinghorne, 1992). At first I encountered
this evidence in the writing, and teaching, of Michael White and David Epston
(Epston, 1989; White, 1989; White & Epston, 1989), where story after story told
of clients who were reasserting their own purposes for their lives, reasserting
those purposes of which problems would have robbed them. Inspired by the
problem-resisting interests of narrative therapists’ conversations, I took into my
own counselling the narrative practice of externalising conversation. These
practices involve speaking with clients in ways that objectify and investigate
problems rather than people. They lead to conversations that investigate the
relative influence of problems over people, and people over problems; they
investigate problems in terms of their histories in people’s lives, their effects on
people’s lives, and the strategies by which problems had gained influence (White,
1989). At the same time conversations that draw out the often unnoticed
influences of people over problems provide alternative stories. Together these
practices call clients into authority, over problems and in the production of their
own lives: I witnessed in my own day to day practice the effects for clients of
speaking in these ways and the changes thus made possible as people grappled

with and won their lives back from the influence of problems of various sorts.
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But there is more to the work of narrative therapy than externalising
conversations, and I became aware that to locate my practice in relation with the

narrative metaphor would be to undertake a migration of professional identity.

The metaphor of migration of identity has been used in narrative therapy to give
some sense of the work of learning new cultural practices, and the self practices
those cultural practices offer, when people have made very significant changes in
their lives. White (1995) first used the metaphor to story the experiences of
women moving into lifestyles free of violence from lifestyles dominated by
violence. Describing the experiences of those claiming back their lives from the
grip of Alcohol’s regime, Smith & Winslade (1997) also drew on this metaphor.
To employ the same metaphor to speak of professional identity is to point to the
significance of making the epistemological shift involved in taking on a social
constructionist orientation in my counselling work. To accept the constructionist
idea that “knowledge is not something people possess, somewhere in their heads,
but rather something people do together” (Gergen, 1985, p.270) was to leave
behind the modernist and romantic assumptions that had previously informed my
counselling work (although I had not called them that at the time). The
therapeutic and relational practices of narrative therapy were produced out of
different assumptions than those that had produced my earlier counselling work.
As I began to understand these differences it was clear that to implement narrative
practices skilfully and ethically I needed a richer understanding of the

epistemology of the practice with which I had affiliated my professional work.

Although I had purposefully chosen to extend my practice, I had not at first
understood that these changes would also involve me in a migration of
professional identity. Change was at first most visible at the site of my
counselling practice, but I could make meaning of those experiences and take my
work forward only in relation with the social theory that storied the cultural and
intellectual landscape within which narrative counselling had been and was being
produced. As with migrations between countries, there was a disruption of that
which I might have previously taken for granted, and fine nuances of difference
were at first not perceptible and then took time and work to understand. This is

not necessarily problematic. In particular I do not think of the migration of
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professional identity I have undertaken as a discontinuous conversion experience
from a mode of practice that was in error to one that represents “the truth” about
professional practice. To take such a position would be in contradiction to the
postmodern assumption of multiple truths. The move I have made is one that
involves both continuity and discontinuity. My professional practice has been
shaped by many influences for “we cannot easily shed [...] the interpretive
frameworks that we took up as our own in learning to understand and use
humanist discourses not just as social scientists, but as participants in the
everyday world” (Davies, 1991, p.47). The ways of thinking about and speaking
of therapy and people that had been familiar continue to be available in the
everyday and professional worlds around me. Nonetheless this project constitutes
a public performance of my professional identity as a narrative therapist: the
migration I had undertaken, and which I continue to story in my everyday

practice, has made such a project possible.

Discourse and positioning and storying lives

A narrative therapist is interested in the stories and storying that shape people’s
lives. Describing the constructionist idea that stories about the world construct the

world, Potter suggested,

Reality enters into human practices by way of the categories and
descriptions that are part of those practices. ... It [the world] is constituted

in one way or another as people talk it, write it, and argue it. (1996, p.98)

People take on particular identities, they become the particular people they and
others understand them to be, as they live out the stories they have about
themselves and others have about them. Narrative therapy engages with people in
making meaning: meaning is not a possession in the head (or heart) of a client
and therefore to be uncovered, or in the head of the counsellor and therefore to be
taught, but rather meaning has been “made together” (Gergen, 1985) in past
conversations and is to be made together in the counselling conversation. This
idea is of profound importance in changing the shape of therapy: once I had
grasped its import I could no longer think in terms of eclectic practice but rather I

moved to reinterpret familiar practices in relationship with constructionist
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accounts. The ideas that knowledge is something that is “done together” and that
stories are constitutive invite counsellors to pay attention not only to the stories
clients tell in counselling, but also to the stories that counsellors tell about
counselling. Stories about therapy shape counsellors’ engagement with clients as

surely as stories of the self shape our clients’ lives.

The stories that produce our lives are those available to us in the varied cultural
worlds that we inhabit. They are not the creation of each of us as individuals.
This point is central to narrative therapy. White drew on the French
poststructuralist work of Michel Foucault in suggesting that people are formed
and shaped as we engage in the discursive practices of the cultural discourses we
inhabit (White, 1989; White & Epston, 1989). Discourses offer us positions that
we take up, thus producing our lives in particular ways. Foucault had paid
particular attention to the institutions of the clinic and the prison, suggesting that
by their practices these institutions produce modern citizens as docile bodies
formed according to prescriptions of normality offered by these institutions
(Foucault, 1977, 1989; Rabinow, 1984). These and other institutions shape not
just those who physically inhabit them but all of us, for we are all caught up in the
practices of power produced, and thus the webs of meaning woven, within
discourses of health and sanity and morality and so on. Our identities are
produced on the terms such discourses offer us. Our lives are shaped by
disciplinary power, the power of the disciplines to produce the descriptions of
normality by which we measure our lives. Narrative therapy, a discursive
therapy, engages counsellors and clients in collaborative investigation of the
cultural stories, the discourses, the descriptions of normality, on the terms of
which our identities are shaped. For example, a narrative therapist might
understand eating disorders as a manifestation of the discursive practices by
which women, in particular, are called to produce their bodies according to
particular cultural prescriptions. Discourses of gender and the body and health
and beauty and fashion and sexuality and fitness produce the social and cultural
space in which eating disorders are taken up as discursive practices, and in which

eating disorders are considered to be problematic, or not.
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In a discursive therapy, a counsellor engages with a client in investigating
discourses and the client’s positionings within those discourses as they are
produced and re-produced in the accounts clients have of themselves and their
lives. Together client and counsellor explore the particular cultural stories out of
which the client has storied their life and their identity. This aspect of the work is
known as deconstructing. Deconstructing involves rendering strange those
familiar, taken for granted, meanings, practices, and assumptions that produce and
are produced within discourse. Deconstructing involves the counsellor working
from a stance of curiosity. They are curious firstly about the client’s experiences
positioned within the discourses in which the problem is produced. They learn
from the client about the effects of the problem on the client’s life and
relationships. The counsellor is curious, too, about those sites in a client’s life
where the problem story does not prevail or hold so much sway. Such sites might
be scarcely apparent, but in the deconstructing conversation the possibilities for
their production are enhanced. For the counsellor’s curiosity is not neutral: a
narrative counsellor does not hold that all stories are equal. Particular cultural
stories gain ascendancy: Foucault drew attention to the power/knowledge matrix
by which dominant discourses determine what counts as truth and how and by
whom that truth might be spoken (Rabinow, 1984). Dominant discourses are seen
as having a totalising effect, offering totalising identity descriptions, such as
anorexic. Such descriptions tend to smooth out and turn attention away from
contradictions and exceptions to the stories they tell. These scarcely noticed and
therefore unstoried contradictions and exceptions and resistances in the lived
experience of clients are of particular interest to narrative therapists, for, made
meaningful, they provide the material with which client and counsellor more
richly story the client’s life. “There is always a history of struggle and protest -
always,” asserted White (cited in Wylie, 1994), referring to those events in the
client’s life and history that contradict or fall outside the terms of the dominant
story. White called these events “unique outcomes” (1989, p.16), suggesting that
woven into a meaningful account, unique outcomes offer alternative storylines by
which people can re-author their lives. Alternative stories are those stories that
are constructed beyond the terms offered the client by a problem-saturated story:
new ways of speaking and therefore of producing oneself are called upon. Re-

authoring, however, is not a simple matter of replacing a problematic story with a
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preferred one. for “there is no single story of life that is free of ambiguity and
contradiction” (White, 1995, p.15). Rather, since lives are “multistoried” the
purpose of therapeutic conversation is to position clients well to take authority,
both as knowing about a problem in deconstruction and in expressing their own
purposes for their lives. That is the work of a deconstructing therapy, recognising
and working with clients in terms of lives that are multistoried, moving beyond
the thin description that leaves clients positioned as storied, to thick descriptions

(White, 1995) that position them as storying.

In storying, people are actively negotiating the positions they get to take up in
their lives, expanding the discursive positions available for taking up. The work
of counselling is to expand the possibilities for a client to take up subjective
positions as an agent who can manoeuvre for a preferred position, within
discourse (always), that offers some right to speak. On these terms, a subjective
position is in contrast to a subjected position (Drewery and Winslade, 1997). In
constructionist thinking, the person taking up a subjective position is not the
centred, rational, essential unitary self produced by the metaphors of modernism.
Rather the self is construed as a “relational self” (Lévlie, 1992): Drewery
suggested “neither individual nor social exists without the other” and that “agency
is not possible except in relationship” (2001, p.324). While the term “agency” is
also used in humanistic psychology, Davies reinscribed it to describe the exercise

of subjectivity in constructionist terms:

Agency is never freedom from discursive constitution of the self but the
capacity to recognise that constitution and to resist, subvert and change the

discourses themselves through which one is being constituted. (1991,

p.51)

Storying, we are agentive in noticing and working to select the texts that we speak
and are spoken by. However, some texts will always be more accessible than
others, because of history, culture, gender, embodiment and the other discursive
resources on which we have to call. We cannot escape the inevitability of
complex relations of power, by which we might be positioned well or poorly to

accomplish our purposes.
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Deconstruction and the ethics of storying practices

The epistemological positions I have been describing have offered me particular
ways to think about the ethics of counselling practice. For a deconstructing
therapy is not only not neutral in engaging with the stories that produce clients’
lives. Nor is it neutral about the stories that produce therapy. Larner offered the
perspective that “deconstructing does not attack disciplines like psychotherapy
from the outside but inhabits them in a certain way” (1999, p.50) (my emphasis).
Thus counselling becomes an active negotiation for positions in relation with, an
active attention to the ethics of one’s practice and to the positions one inhabits as
professional. Another description from Larner, with its sense of the productivity

of deconstruction and attention to ethics, is particularly useful:

Deconstruction articulates the paradoxes and double binds inherent in
discourses of power and institution, in order to minimize their violent

repression of difference and the other. (1995, p.39)

It is on this basis that narrative therapy assumes the co-production of knowledge
and takes a co-authoring stance. Client knowledge is brought from the margins to
the centre of the therapy, and meaning is negotiated, valuing what local
knowledge and local cultural knowledges bring to the therapeutic conversation.
As I have explained, it is understood that institutionalised knowledges produced
within the terms of dominant discourses do not ever tell the complete story: those
subjugated knowledges, represented as “stories of protest” (White, cited in Wylie,
1994), are always available when we engage with genuine curiosity in

conversations intended to bring those knowledges forward.

Davies’ description of a Derridean’ approach to deconstructing adds to the
understanding of deconstruction being developed here. Her description offers two
points in particular. The first is to emphasise again the productivity of

deconstructing: that rather than being oppositional in a static sense, it is an

! Derrida is another of the French poststructuralists writers whose deconstructive work has been
called upon by theorists in this stream of social theory and by some discursive therapists (Larner,
1999, for example).
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activity that is concerned with the possibility of things being other than they are,

for example, in noticing in that which is present that which is absent.

Derrida puts a cross through the word he is deconstructing in such a way
as to leave the word visible, readable. The cross signals that it is still a
word we need to use, as we do not know how to proceed without it. By
putting it under erasure we can signal that it is problematic, in need of
deconstructive work. That deconstructive work may eventually lead to the
production of a different way of talking, of making sense of who we are or

what we are doing. (Davies, 1998, p.139)

In narrative therapy deconstructing is a tentative process, as client and counsellor
together find their ways forward. Reconstructing, re-authoring accounts are
always present in deconstructive work in this therapy. As the effects of problems
become more visible in externalising conversations, alternative ways of talking
become available. That which was absent from the surface of a story told on the
terms of the problem discourse is made present. These alternative ways of talking
and making sense support clients in shaping stories about their own purposes for

their lives.

Secondly, I want to draw attention of the surface of the grammar of Davies’
words. For the grammar of her description throws light on constitution:
deconstructing is an ongoing, negotiating in-process process, by which we
produce our subjectivities. I consider that the use of the participle form,
deconstructing, and the adjectival form, deconstructive, rather than the noun,
deconstruction, is significant in indicating the fluid and ongoing work involved. It
is an ongoing activity, attending to the ethics of living and of professional
practice. This point is a critical implication of constructionist approaches to

counselling and is important for this document’s argument.

The therapy being described here is one that pays attention to the ethics of
practice and to the politics of practice. That is not to say that that therapy is
prescriptive of particular positions in relation to ethics or politics or morality, but

that it engages in an ongoing process of asking and negotiating questions about
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the ethics of practice. Griffith and Griffith argued that “dialogical and relational
rigor” (1992, p.10) are more critical than the technicalities of questioning in this
work, suggesting that therapists need to be active in choosing both
epistemological positions and relational ethics. They argue that training in
postmodern practice modes should include attention to selecting the
epistemological positions from which therapists practice. In this way we will
account not just for what we do, but also for the thinking, the epistemological

position, that produces the practice.

How accounts get produced

The account of narrative therapy that I have been constructing here is a more
theoretical one than I might use to introduce the therapy in a practice context.
This present account has emphasised the theoretical positions that produce the
therapy for these positions are central to the argument of the thesis. It would, in
any case, be impossible to tell a story of narrative therapy without recourse, in
some way in another, to these theoretical ideas. For a storyline that tells of the
actions of a therapy depends upon a storyline that identifies these actions within
the wider landscape of ideas within which the therapy is produced. Drawing on
Bruner (1986), White (1995) suggested that the storying of lives moves
backwards and forwards between two landscapes, the landscape of action and the
landscape of consciousness or identity. In the movement back and forth between
these landscapes, stories are layered, event upon meaning, and meaning upon
event. I think of there being layers folded vertically along an horizontal plane: the
telling of those aspects of story that are to do with the plot, where events are
linked together, in experience, and in sequence over time (Bruner, 1986;
White,1995). These events plotted on the vertical folds across the horizontal
plane take place in the landscape of action, producing a storyline. Then there are
the layers of story that sit above and below this horizontal plane, folding upon it
horizontally, as events in the landscape of action produce personal-social
meaningfulness. These layers of story are those that are narrated in the landscape
of identity, layers that are to do with interpretation of events. Events in the
landscape of action are thus made meaningful in terms of the work that they do in
the production of identity. Storylines are thus built on the landscape of identity,

too - perhaps a story of resistance or of strength - supported by a landscape of

Chapter Two 26



action storyline that tells of the events that produced such descriptions. The
storyline on the landscape of identity - of oneself as a person of strength for
instance - then produces further opportunities for such events to recur in the
future, for the storyline of strength will offer narrative coherence to such events.
Stories are in these ways constitutive of identity. In telling a story here of
narrative therapy, my emphasis has been on a storyline that emphasises what I
will provisionally call the “intellectual identity” of this therapy, the ideas that
produce the therapy. Narrative therapy is meaningful in the discursive context
within which it was and is produced. A storying therapy, narrative therapy’s
‘own’ story is meaningful when told in relation with the intellectual landscapes by
which it has been shaped. Deconstructing involves us in an investigation of how

accounts and practices have been put together as they have.

Storying lives in relationship

Before going on to introduce the question that had become pressing for my
supervision and teaching practice - what does all this mean for supervision - there
is one further aspect of narrative practice to which I wish to draw particular
attention, for it was central to the production of this study. Narrative therapy
employs a number of connection-building practices that live out the idea that
identity is relational. Indeed, White wrote of the “the identification and
recruitment of audiences to the preferred developments of people’s lives” (1999,
p.55) as a central aspect of narrative practice. Reauthoring is a collaborative
practice where collaboration goes beyond the therapeutic relationship to the wider
network of relationships within which lives are and have been lived. These
networks of present and past relationships are purposefully identified and

recruited for therapeutic purposes.

Foucault had drawn attention to the individualising and objectifying of lives and
bodies in the practices of the institutions of modern Western society. Separated
from others, each person is subject to the “gaze” offered by the normalising
descriptions of selfhood spoken into being within the terms of dominant
discourses. In this way, as individual units we police ourselves, managing
ourselves according to what White described as a highly individual specification

of personhood, “self-possession” and “self-containment” (1989, p.22).
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Deconstructing such specifications, narrative therapists have developed a number
of connection-building practices. Connection is a purposeful counter-practice to
the dividing and categorising practices of the disciplines as Foucault described
them. For example, in re-membering practices, those who have been significant
in contributing to the production of preferred events or meanings are taken (back)
into the membership of the club of a person’s life (Myerhoff, 1986; White, 1997).
A question such as, Who is there who wouldn’t be surprised that you have done
this, who would have had faith in you, believing that you had the strength to see
this through, may well elicit the presence in the story of a person whose voice
might provide another time and place in which the preferred story might be
plotted and developed, so that that story might be more richly populated and
thereby more richly storied. Such a person, as live or imagined audience, bears
witness to that which is preferred, to their knowledge of the client’s preferred
qualities and ways of being and so to the alternative stories being produced. Such
support might come, too, from a community of concern (Madigan & Epston,
1995) expressed through other practices, such as Epston’s Anti-anorexia League.
In this League those breaking free of anorexia’s regime work in a team to support
each other, joined by therapists, family and friends and others who support their
struggle. League members join together in exposing the practices by which
anorexia would have them in its grip and by which they would otherwise be cut
off from each other and from others, each imprisoned in an individual cell of
anorexia’s construction. In this deconstructing, other actions and descriptions are
made visible and enlarged and community is emphasised. Reflecting team
practices (White, 1995) are another expression of practice that counters the
individualising and objectifying of lives, counter practice that declares that the re-
storying of lives is more than individual activity. Rather these counter practices
suggest that lives are to be lived out in community, and identities storied in ways
that make visible the webs of cultural and community meaning within which
storying takes place and identity is produced. Identity is public and social,
cultural and historical (White, 1999): the practices of narrative therapy draw

attention to the relational production of identity.
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Reflecting team practices

This project drew on reflecting team practice in generating its primary data. I
introduce reflecting team work at this point in this account because of the
importance of an understanding of both the theoretical background and the
material practices of these practices. I shall return to reflecting team practice
again in Chapter Four when I consider reflecting teams and supervision, and in
Chapter Five when I clarify how the reflecting team process produced the data-

generating processes for the study.

The antecedents of reflecting teams are the team approaches of systemic and
strategic family therapy; their initial practice is attributed to Tom Andersen of
Norway; but the accounts that could be given now of their development and the
uses to which they have been put depend very much on the position of the speaker
and are widely varied (Andersen, 1987, 1991; Davidson & Lusardi, 1991;
White, 1995, 1997, 1999). And as Andersen (1995b) noted, his own accounts
have shifted over time. Like narrative therapy, reflecting team practices are multi-

storied.

Andersen wrote of the moment when the idea that became reflecting team practice
"pushed for a birth" (1991, p.11). Familiar practice for family therapy teams was
to work behind a one-way screen, invisible to and its conversations unheard by the
clients. However, at Andersen’s “moment of birth” the team members were made
visible by the switching on of the light in the room behind the screen where they
had been listening. By this move, the team members went on to make themselves,
and some of the thoughts and words that they were offering to the therapeutic
process, visible and audible to the clients. The clients were now in the listening
and observing position that the team had been. As part of this moment of birth,
the clients were, in the next move, invited to respond to the team's conversation
while the team moved back out of the light. There are two aspects of Andersen’s
account to which I wish to draw attention. The first is the rewriting of the ethics
of therapeutic relationship. Team members were no longer positioned as invisible
experts, but were now visible to the family as they responded to the family’s

story. In this visibility there was more opportunity for their accountability to the
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client family to be realised. Familiar power relations between therapy team and
clients were thus disrupted, and in this disruption, deconstructed. Secondly, there
is a particular emphasis to the positioning of team members in both their listening
and their speaking. Andersen pointed out that the Norwegian refleksjon offers the
sense that "something is taken in and thought about before a response is given"
(1991, p.11). This captures the sense that the listening team is engaged in a
responsive dialogic process: in the listening position they mull over ideas before
taking up a speaking/listening position wherein together in conversation they offer
their thoughts for the family’s consideration. Knowledge is not a property already
held in the head of an expert team member, but rather offered out of responsive
reflection upon that which the client has offered. Andersen described the style of
reflection a team member might offer as "appropriately unusual", neither too

familiar to be not noticed, nor too different to be jarring.

White's reflecting team work has emphasised the ways in which reflecting team
practices work as “definitional ceremony” as those at the centre story identity
claims in community and with community (Myerhoff, 1986; White, 1995, 1997,
1999). Calling on Myerhoff’s anthropological work, White described definitional
ceremony as “a context for reflexive self-consciousness — in which people become
more conscious of themselves as they see themselves, and more conscious of their
participation in the production of their productions of their lives” (1995, p.178).
Team members are positioned as witnesses to an account, a telling, to which they
then contribute, in a retelling. In contributing they are positioned to honour the
teller of the story, as tellings and retellings produce richer descriptions,
particularly as the teller responds to the team’s retellings. Like a narrative
therapist, team members join with a client or family, listening with a
deconstructing ear, listening for those exceptions and resistances and preferences
about which they might inquire and so contribute to possible restorying or richer
storying. The orientation the team brings to the reflecting team process is more
important than the technical aspects of the process. White’s (1995) outline of a
four-stage reflecting team process is one that I have found helpful. T have used it
as a guide for reflecting team work in therapy and it informed this project. White
(1999) also drew some particular distinctions about this work. He wrote of

reflecting team work as involving “practices of acknowledgement”, noting the
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differences between these practices and practices of applause. Practises of
applause, he suggested, are at risk in therapeutic settings of reproducing
normalising judgement because of the power relations of the therapeutic
relationship. Practices of acknowledgement, however, are “more considered,
thoughtful and more specific in that they are expressed in ways that are unique to
the events that they refer to” (p.69). Going on to describe the differences between
conversation and monologue and the importance of team members supporting

each other to engage in “decentred sharing”, White suggested

To embody one’s interest in other people’s lives is to situate this interest in
the context of those people’s expressions, in the context of one’s own
lived experience, in the context of one’s imagination and curiosity, or in

the context of one’s purposes. (1999, p.72)

In situating their responses in this way team members stand apart from those
positions offered by discourses of normalising judgement. A further strategy
White offered reflecting team practice is to “engage in explorations of the history
of thought and practice in the culture of therapy”, that is to take a deconstructing
position in relation to therapy itself. In this way team members are well
positioned to produce what Kaye called “a non-regulative praxis”, that is “to get
outside particularly disciplinary discourses in order to question their (and our)

practices of power” (1999, p.35).

There are two further features of reflecting team work that I wish to point to in
particular as I end the current description of reflecting team practice, for these
aspects of practice are ones I shall return to through this document. The first is the
involvement of multiple voices, the bringing forward a sense of a community of
speakers offering many possible ways of speaking. Not only does the speaking of
many voices interrupt the more familiar private dialogic encounter of therapy, it
also disturbs the authority of the psy profession’s univocal prescriptions for ways
of living based on expert knowledge. The disturbance of expert knowledge thus
enhances clients’ appreciation of there being many possible ways of living well.
The Russian literary theorist Bakhtin (1981) distinguished between ways of

speaking that are “authoritative” and those that are “dialogised”. The latter ways
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of speaking have had their authority investigated. In reflecting team work the
team is heard, in the second phase of the process, transparently negotiating
together the making up of knowledge and the ideas that sit behind the making up.
Smith, Yoshioka and Winton’s (1993) study of clients’ experiences of reflecting
team practice suggested that clients found it helpful when the contributions of
team members offered multiple descriptions, and when those different
descriptions were each located in “credible explanations” (p.40). When
professional knowledge is situated, and is brought forward by many voices that
can sustain the possibility of there being different accounts, the ethics of
professional relationships are differently produced. The second feature of
reflecting team work to which I draw attention here also involves the interruption
of dialogue. The listening position, which the client takes up in Phase Two, offers
the person consulting the team space to reflect, to listen without having to produce
immediate response. The physical repositioning offers an opportunity for the
client to listen to and reflect upon and thus produce accounts that might generate
possible alternative discursive positionings. Listening to the team’s tentative
inquiries and responses, the client is better positioned to reflect on and evaluate
those accounts and their usefulness to them in storying their lives. In Phase Three
the ethic of positioning the client as “senior author” (White, 1995) is enacted as
the client is consulted about their responses to the team’s reflections. The
practices described here are those by which White (1999) differentiates these
particular approaches to reflecting team practice as poststructuralist for he
demonstrates particular interest in practices of power and the work of

deconstruction.

Some questions for supervision

When counselling is made up in the ways I have been describing here, what are
the implications for counsellor supervision? This question had become pressing
for me and generated this research project. The migration of professional identity
that I had undertaken as a counsellor came to have significant implications for
how I understood and practised supervision. Questions were raised both for the
moment by moment practice of particular supervision relationships and for the
work of supervision in the professional culture in which I was practising. In

Chapter One I outlined the interrogation I brought to supervision in employing the

Chapter Two 32



theoretical tools of discourse and positioning. I think of those questions as
researcher questions, produced as I positioned myself more purposefully in
research discourse. The beginnings of those questions, however, were in
practitioner inquiry. They arose as I thought about practice and the ideas that
produced practice. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the practitioner
questions that narrative counselling produced for me as a counsellor, supervisor

and counsellor educator.

If the stories people tell about themselves are constituting of their lives and their
lived identities and relationships, so the stories we tell about our professional
practices are constituting of our professional lives and the professional identities
that we live and of our professional relationships. What does this mean, then, for
how counsellors and supervisors work together in supervision? What does it
mean for the accounts our profession gives of supervision? If we are to pay
attention to the ways so-called truths about persons and social practices and
institutions are constructed, then what truths about professional supervision
practice might we also pay attention to? And what truths about counselling
practice do we pay attention to in supervision? If we are working “towards a non-
regulative praxis” (Kaye, 1999) in counselling, what does that mean for
supervision, when the profession construes supervision as regulatory? These
questions all engage with a matter of much interest in the supervision literature, to
which Chapters Three and Four attend, of the connections and differences
between counselling and supervision. While there are a number of ways that
discussion of such differences and similarities are theorised - for example in
employing the idea of isomorphism (White & Russell, 1997) - I want to

emphasise here a similarity based on the ethics of relationship.

Questions about the ethics of relationship were central to this inquiry. In what
ways do the power relations of professional practice necessarily produce
supervision and counselling differently whatever my chosen epistemological
stance in therapy, I asked. Does counsellor privilege in the power relation of
counselling mean that the work of counsellor and supervisor in supervision is
produced out of a different ethical relation than that which produces the

counselling relationship? Does the power relation of counselling require
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supervisors to take on a scrutiny in supervision that narrative therapists repudiate

in counselling?

If it is the case that counsellors should be subject to normalising judgement
because of the power relations of professional practice, what are the effects on
counsellors and on supervisors and on the supervision relationship of a climate of
regulation and self-scrutiny? How might counsellors both be responsive
(responsibly) to the power-in-relation of our positioning as counsellors-with-
clients, and responsive (deconstructively) to our positionings as ordinary persons
living in the same world (of normalising judgement) as our clients? When does
responsible professional reflection become problematic self-scrutiny and how

would we know?

Narrative counselling conversations are possibility-generating for clients when
counsellors bring a stance of inquiry and curiosity. What happens if we approach
supervision on those terms? If counselling conversations pay attention to the
terms on which clients story their lives, what happens in supervision
conversations engaged with on the same terms? What supervision practices might

be opened up, if we move outside the already available ways?

These were some of the questions about supervision that resonated with me as I
became more familiar with a narrative orientation in counselling. What does the
narrative metaphor offer the professional practice of supervision? One possibility
that I had encountered was supervision as a didactic process of the supervisor
teaching or instructing a counsellor, by telling them the kinds of questions they
could be asking in a particular situation: after all, the practices associated with the
narrative metaphor depend on a sophisticated set of practice skills. However, it
seemed to me that such an approach did not make use of the breadth of
possibilities that the narrative metaphor offered for how supervision might be
produced. For one thing, there are problems with limiting supervision to a
training focus. But more significantly, on the basis that narrative therapy is
distinguished by a concern with the ethics of practice and the constructionist
attention to the terms of knowledge production, I was interested to think about a

supervision premised on the same concerns. How might the ethics of relationship
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offered in narrative therapy — an ethics of collaboration, the ethic of attending to
the accounts available to produce identity, the ethics of attending to practices of
power - be productive of ethical practice in supervision? And what might be

particular to a local, New Zealand version of supervision?

Adopting the tactic of assuming that supervision could be investigated on the
terms that produced deconstructing approaches in counselling, I asked how

supervision might be thus transformed. Larer has suggested that

Deconstructing psychotherapy takes place at the level of practice, where it
addresses issues of power, justice and ethics in relation to clients, and at
the level of theory, where it deconstructs its own power and authority as an

institution of psychotherapy. (1999, p.41)

At the level of practice, and of theory, supervision might be similarly described.
In arguing a connection between narrative approaches to counselling on one hand
and supervision on the other, I remain mindful of the professional literature that
distinguishes counselling and supervision. “Supervision is not therapy,” asserted
Garner, Bobele, and Biever (1997, p.224, original emphasis). My purpose here is
not to conflate the two practices, supervision and counselling. Rather I am
interested in producing approaches to supervision that attend to matters of power,
justice, ethics in counselling practice and theory and in supervision practice and
theory. The narrative therapy literature provides a more developed storyline to
support this project, I believe, than the supervision literature, for it is the narrative
therapy literature that consistently pays attention to the ethics of relational
practices. Nonetheless, this project is not produced independently of the
supervision literature and mainstream supervision practice: it is in the spaces
between narrative therapy and supervision that this project is produced. Again, it
is Larner’s description of deconstructing psychotherapy that speaks to what I

sought for this project in relation with the institution of supervision.

A deconstructing psychotherapy is ultimately open-ended, manifold,
simultaneously inventing new approaches to psychotherapy while

deferring to its tradition. To think within a tradition is to ask questions
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previously unasked and unthought within it, to challenge its canon of
discourse, to open it up to other ways of thinking and speaking as

questions that make a difference [Gasche, 1994]. (Larner, 1999, p.51)

And so it is to the supervision literature that this current account now turns,
discussing the traditions within which this project is located and beginning to
open up its canon of discourse to the ways of thinking and speaking that the

narrative metaphor offers.

The work of this chapter

This chapter has located this project in terms of social theory. It has also located
this work in my own professional life as an ongoing engagement with the
implications for theory and practice of the narrative metaphor. This engagement
was produced as a result of a migration of professional identity. The chapter has
described the narrative metaphor as proposing that stories are constitutive, and
that people encounter problems in their lives when they have been sidelined from
the production of the stories by which their lives are constituted. Storying is
understood to be social and relational. Narrative therapists work to engage
collaboratively with clients in generating dialogue within which clients might
position themselves more favourably as agents in their lives. Such dialogue is a
discursive production as the terms available for storying lives are investigated
through deconstructing. The chapter has suggested that deconstructing therapy
pays attention not only to the making up of knowledges within clients’ lives, but
also to the making up of knowledges about clients’ lives and also about therapy.
Questions of relations of power and of ethical relationship are shown to be central
to the practice of deconstructing therapy. The chapter has drawn attention to the
terms upon which this investigation of the implications of the narrative metaphor

for supervision has depended.
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Chapter Three

An introduction to supervision, the professional context of
the study

My purpose in this thesis is to produce an account of supervision in the spaces
between narrative therapy and traditional or mainstream supervision. Having
introduced narrative therapies, [ now turn to the supervision literature. This
chapter surveys the institution of supervision, outlining the mainstream literature
that has influenced my understandings of supervision. The review in this chapter
is not all-encompassing. It canvasses in particular the supervision literature that
has been taken into New Zealand settings: Irely on my own professional
experiences for the assumptions I make in this selection. I believe that knowledge
and practice in New Zealand have been more influenced by practitioners and
practice-based supervision texts and models (mostly U.K.) than by research-based
material (mostly U.S.A.). Over the next two chapters I also consider those
contributions that have been useful to me in taking a deconstructing approach to

supervision and thus in storying supervision otherwise.

The chapter begins with a description of key aspects of counselling supervision
and goes on to focus on the monitoring function of supervision and the
implications of that function for the exercise of responsibility. Supervision is then
distinguished from consultation and from counselling. Four explanatory
metaphors of supervision are then investigated: counselling-linked approaches,
social role accounts, developmental accounts, and generic approaches to
supervision. I begin to locate my own preference for a postmodern, narrative-
informed approach to supervision in this investigation. I then engage in a
deconstructing reading of the supervision relationship. In this examination I
suggest that the supervision relationship has been unilaterally constructed, thus
positioning the counsellor somewhat disadvantageously for the exercise of ethical

responsibility.
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Supervision: an introduction

In the context of counselling in New Zealand, supervision is a process of critical
reflection where a supervisor and a counsellor share responsibility for
"monitoring, developing and supporting” the counsellor in their work (NZAC
Code of Supervision, NZAC Handbook, 2000, p.27). Regular supervision for all
Members is mandated in the New Zealand Association of Counsellors’ Code of
Ethics (2000); supervision is considered to be critical in counsellors maintaining
effective and ethical practice. Brigid Proctor, whose U.K. work is familiar in New
Zealand as a result of her teaching visits (and, I suspect, the accessibility of her

material) speaks of this as the “quality assurance” purpose of supervision (Proctor,

1995).

In my work in counsellor education I have often referred to Inskipp and Proctor’s

(1994) description of supervision:

...a working alliance between a supervisor and a counsellor (or
counsellors) in which the counsellor can offer an account or recording of
her work; reflect on it; receive feedback and where appropriate guidance.
The object of the alliance is to enable the counsellor to gain in ethical
competence, confidence and creativity so as to give her best possible

service to her clients. (p.1)

I have used this description because it seems to me to focus clearly on key aspects
of the supervision task. Each of the themes raised here will be elaborated further
as this work continues, but at this point I want to pause and highlight certain
elements. Initially attention is given to the relational aspect of supervision, a
working alliance between a supervisor and a counsellor, and then to the work
each does. The counsellor will offer an account, and will reflect on their work,
while the supervisor will provide feedback and perhaps guidance. There is a
mutual concern with the ethics of the counsellor’s practice, with enhancing
practice through building confidence and creativity in the counsellor. The focus

of supervision is on promoting the counsellor’s service to clients.
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There are, however, three particular significant aspects of supervision that the
Inskipp and Proctor excerpt does not directly encompass that are central to the
situation and the argument of this thesis. The first two of these are the interrelated
matters of monitoring and responsibility. The third is the matter of distinguishing

between supervision and counselling, consultation, or training.

Quality assurance and monitoring in supervision

The terms used in the NZAC Code of Ethics to describe the focus of supervision
are “monitoring, developing and supporting” (p.27) and locally many counsellors
are familiar with Proctor’s (1987) classification of the “normative, formative, and
restorative” functions of supervision. Some writers have suggested that there is a
conflict of interest between the evaluative and the facilitative purposes of
supervision. Mearns (1995) contrasted the “nutritious” and “policing” functions
of supervision. Shipton, another U.K. writer, referred to “the tensions between a
predatory gaze and respectful regard” (1997, p.145). Locally, Manthei (1996)
made the case for the monitoring function of supervision to be made explicit
since, he contended, it is present whether it is explicit or not. In the U.S. literature
Deck and Morrow (1989) suggested that “support and confrontation” (p.38) must
go together, while Bradley suggested that evaluation in supervision was “never
intended to be fearful”, but rather to proactively address an “accountability
question” about the accomplishment of counsellor objectives (1989, p.25).
Carroll (1996) noted that there was no agreement amongst professional

counsellors in the U.K. about formal evaluation as a critical task of supervision.

There is considerable ambiguity about the extent to which, and the ways in which,
supervision fulfils a monitoring function, particularly in the U.K. and New
Zealand contexts where supervisor responsibility is not codified in law or in
counsellor licensing regulations. For example, King and Wheeler’s (1999) U.K.
study suggested that it is unclear the extent to which supervisors carry
responsibility, in legal, ethical, moral and practical terms, for the work of the
counsellors with whom they share supervision. They suggested that “the notion
that all casework is monitored by an experienced and qualified colleague is a
fantasy, not a reality” (p.227), tentatively concluding that professional

associations might provide more formally delineated and prescriptive codes of
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ethics and practice. Without such moves, King and Wheeler suggested, it would
need to be accepted that supervision does not provide quality assurance. At the
same time supervision works to shore up the claim of our profession that
counsellors are responsible and ethical workers. However, there is nothing in the
British Association of Counselling (BAC) Codes or the NZAC Codes to suggest
that supervision should involve a “casework” approach to monitoring.

Supervision is clearly a term that encompasses a wide range of interpretations.

Paying attention to how monitoring is written about, I notice the wording in the
NZAC Code of Ethics: “Counsellors shall monitor their work through regular
supervision...”. T argue that it is significant that the subject of the sentence is
counsellors (Crocket, 1999): the surface of the grammar of this sentence suggests
that the monitoring responsibility rests with the counsellor. Similarly the BAC
Code of Ethics and Practice for Supervisors of Counsellors states that
“counselling supervision provides supervisees with an opportunity on a regular
basis to discuss and monitor their work with clients” (1996, 3.1). By both these
accounts monitoring does not centre on the supervisor. Rather, these accounts
offer the possibility that supervision provides a forum where a counsellor engages
with a supervisor in a process of quality assurance in respect of their work. The
NZAC Code states, too, that “Counsellors are responsible for their work with
clients...” (NZAC Handbook, 2000, p. 28). The BAC Code of Ethics and Practice

for Supervisors of Counsellors states

Within this contract supervisors are responsible for helping supervisees to
reflect critically upon their work, while at the same time acknowledging

that clinical responsibility remains with the counsellor. (1996, B.1.2)

The NZAC and BAC positions are in contrast with the very full responsibilities,
professionally and legally prescribed, of North American supervisors whose

responsibilities were described by Borders and Leddick:

You [the supervisor] are responsible for both a counselor and that
counselor’s clients, for the counselor’s learning and the counselor’s

welfare. (1987, p.2)
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The emphasis of this excerpt is on very wide-ranging supervisor responsibility.
Its place in a handbook on counselling supervision published by the American
Counselling Association gives such a statement considerable authority as it
constructs supervisor responsibility as all-encompassing. This 1987 work remains
current. Whether the counsellor (NZAC, BAC) or the supervisor (ACA) is
responsible for clients has a significant effect on how the supervision relationship
might be produced. If counsellors are responsible both for their clients and for
monitoring their counselling work in supervision, they are positioned differently
than if their supervisor is responsible and if their supervisor is to do the
monitoring. The NZAC and BAC positions might work to call counsellors into
responsibility for their practice and in supervision in ways that the ACA position
does not. For there is significantly less room for counsellor responsibility or
mutual responsibility within the construction of responsibility produced by the
Borders and Leddick description. That description gives responsibility solely to
the supervisor. The discourse of supervisor responsibility is pervasive, influential
even in those professional contexts where it is not explicitly espoused, despite
ambiguities, and contrasting descriptions such as those offered in the BAC and

NZAC Codes.

The discourse of supervisor responsibility is a central interest of this project.
Within the terms of this discourse, an agentive position as responsible
professional is clearly formed and readily available for the supervisor: that
position is thickly described. However, the position of counsellor as an agentive
responsible professional is scarcely formed. Discourses have effects (Davies,
1998); they produce particular vocabularies of action (Gergen, 1996, p.22). A
thinly described and scarcely formed position of counsellor responsibility
produces a sparse vocabulary of action by which counsellors might produce
themselves as responsible for their own ethical practice. Yet surely that is the
purpose of supervision: to produce counsellors who are responsible for their own
ethical practice. I draw attention to the surface of the grammar of statements from
the NZAC Codes. I do this to begin to describe more richly the relational
responsibility that might be exercised in supervision when counsellors are present

in the subject position in sentences about responsibility: Counsellors shall
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monitor their work... For I argue that if counsellors are to be well positioned to
exercise ethical responsibility in their work it is of considerable importance that
supervision is taken beyond the vocabularies of action offered by the discourse of

supervisor responsibility.

Distinguishing supervision

Those seeking to describe supervision and its tasks have also worked to
distinguish it from other activities such as consultation and counselling, and to
distinguish counselling supervision from managerial supervision. There is general
agreement across the international literature that supervision is distinguished from
consultation by the ongoing commitment involved in supervision, and that
supervisors take more responsibility than consultants whether that responsibility is
unilateral or shared (for example, Barretta-Herman, 2001; Bernard & Goodyear,
1998; Todd & Storm, 1997b). There have been some efforts to clarify usage of
the term ‘supervision’ and in some cases to introduce a new vocabulary, such as
consultation, facilitation, mentoring, co-vision, metavision or peervision in order
to distinguish counselling supervision from the managerial and overseeing
implications generally associated with supervision (for example, Edwards 1997,
Lambert, 1989/90; Todd & Storm, 1997b, Wendorf, 1984). However, I continue
to use the term ‘supervision’ as I believe we have no better word at present to
convey the commitment that both counsellor and supervisor bring to the task of
collaborating in the production of the counsellor as an ethical and effective worker
with their clients and in their professional life. I think, too, that supervision can
be re-inscribed when the emphasis moves from oversight by the supervisor to the
counsellor seeing their work from a number of different positions (Roberts, 1997).
These positions enable counsellors to look over their work in collaboration with
the colleague who is the supervisor. This emphasis points again to the
significance of how we understand the positioning of counsellor and supervisor in
relation. For this emphasis positions the supervisor as the facilitator of the
counsellor’s looking around their work: the supervisor’s responsibility is
exercised through the skill they bring to the task of facilitation rather than to the
task of providing unilateral oversight. Then, supervision is distinguished from

consultation by the commitment of the supervisor and counsellor to work together

Chapter Three 42



in an ongoing professional relationship with a collaborative focus on ethical

counselling practice.

Arguments for making clear distinctions between counselling and supervision are
particularly significant for this study. The thesis of this document is in tension
with current trends in the mainstream supervision literature to regard supervision
as a practice that is quite distinct from counselling practice (Carroll, 1996;
Holloway, 1995; McConkey, 1999). Arguments for making a clear distinction
between counselling and supervision have taken two forms. The first, focussing
on the content of supervision, suggests that the focus is client work, “the
therapeutic relationship the supervisee has with the client” (Gardener, Bobele, &
Biever, 1997, p.225). Thus, clear distinctions between ‘personal’ and
‘professional’ are called for. For a supervisor to provide therapy that has “broader
goals” than “helping supervisees become more effective with clients” is not
ethical, according to Bernard and Goodyear (1998, p.7). Kaiser wrote in terms of
the “‘therapising’ [of] the supervisee” being a risk when a supervisor does not
make a clear distinction between personal awareness that is in the “interest of the
[therapy] work”, and that which focuses on the “personal growth of the
supervisee” [1992, p.293]. These authors made these claims on the basis of the
evaluative task the supervisor has and the quality assurance function of
supervision: given the supervisor’s responsibility for ensuring safe practice, the
argument goes, it is unethical for this responsibility to be further complicated by
the power relation of therapy, for that would position the counsellor in an
inappropriately vulnerable position. However, Bernard and Goodyear do not give
guidance about determining what falls within the bounds of helping counsellors
become more effective with their clients. My observation is that the family
therapy literature in general more sharply distinguishes professional supervision
from personal counselling whereas humanistic counselling approaches are more
sympathetic to a sense of a blurring and overlap between the person of the
counsellor and the client work. Tomm (1993) questioned the sharp distinctions
drawn in family therapy in North America, suggesting that dual relationships can
be enriching if the power relations are managed well and where they are

transparent.
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The second form of the distinction between supervision and counselling is of
more recent origin. It argues that supervision is to be regarded as a speciality that
is distinct from counselling (Carroll, 1996; McConkey, 1999), involving a
separate set of knowledges and practices (Todd & Storm, 1997b) acquired through
a distinct training. Supervision is educative; its process is not allied with
counselling. To conceive of supervision as a professional specialisation in its own
right is in contrast to the practice history in the U.K. and New Zealand, where
counsellors have tended simply to follow on into roles as supervisors by virtue of
their experience and skill in counselling with no particular further professional
preparation or training. Both McConkey (1999), in New Zealand, and Carroll
(1996), in the U.K, advocated strongly for the specialised training of supervisors

arguing that such a move is another step in the counselling profession’s maturity.

The arguments Carroll and McConkey made for supervision as a professional
speciality are produced on the terms of metaphors that construct supervision in
particular ways. If supervision as a specialisation is a step in the profession’s
maturity, the history that has led us to this point is relevant. Particular
explanatory metaphors of supervision have held the centre ground at different
times in the history of supervision, drawing attention to different aspects of the
supervision process and conceptualising supervision in different ways. The
chapter continues with an overview of this history, emphasising four major
explanatory metaphors of supervision and their influence on the accounts that are

current.

Explanatory metaphors of supervision

Psychoanalysis: supervision as training but not as therapy

The practice of supervision was developed as a training function. Early in the
twentieth century a division arose in psychoanalytic circles in Europe and the
U.K. One approach favoured training and personal analysis being undertaken
with the same analyst while the other distinguished training in the skills of
analysis and the personal therapy required to hone one’s capabilities to work as an
analyst. This division lives on as the therapy field works to distinguish between

what Edwards characterised as “learning about their own feelings as opposed to
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learning about therapeutic techniques and strategies” (1997, p.11). I have already
pointed to the current relevance of this distinction. However, this phase of
supervision history also raises the question of whether training and supervision are
synonymous. More recently Carroll (1996) suggested that training supervision (of
students of counselling) be distinguished from consultative supervision (of
qualified counsellors). For the most part the literature does not distinguish
between supervision and training in this way (Holloway, 1996; Merl, 1995;

Santa Rita, 1998, for example). Indeed, much of the literature assumes a training
focus without making that overt, thus conflating training and supervision. Again,
the NZAC Code of Supervision offers evidence of efforts in the local profession
to distinguish supervision and training. The Code lists four aspects of practice
that supervision is concerned with and in a separate clause it suggests that
“supervision may also be concerned with” training. This use of the subjunctive is
not accidental but reflects the strong sense of the Association’s Annual General
Meeting when this Code was adopted that supervision and training should be

distinguished.

Counselling model-related approaches

Psychoanalysis produced a psychoanalytic version of supervision, one that
theorised supervision on the same terms as it theorised therapy. Then, beginning
in the 1950s, a number of counselling-linked approaches to supervision were
produced alongside the invention of new models of therapy, such as Transactional
Analysis (Carroll, 1996). In this way a clusters of approaches to supervision were
produced, approaches that sat and sit alongside particular orientations to
counselling practice. The counselling model is assumed to work as a supervision
model; the same practices will be employed in supervision as in counselling.
Thus a supervisor working from a person-centred supervision model works on the
basis of trust in a counsellor’s capacity for growth just as a person-centred
counsellor works on the basis of trust in a client’s capacity for growth, “believing
in the phenomenological process to such an extent that the wisdom of giving

advice or instruction becomes a moot issue” (Bernard & Goodyear, 1998, p.19).

Similarly as family therapy developed, particular supervision practices emerged in

that field, too. Supervision was most often live supervision during therapy, in the
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context of a team. It focussed particularly on the client work, paying little
attention to the person of the therapist. “It is being discovered that a theory of
therapy and a theory of training are synonymous,” Haley suggested (1976, p.170).
In family therapy the notion of isomorphism has been used rather freely to
describe the interconnection, the “reciprocal and recursive relationship” (Liddle &
Saba, 1983, p.4) between therapy and training/supervision. While Liddle and
Saba noted that the concept of isomorphism drew attention to “what is similar
between domains that are different” (p.9), they also warned that the isomorphic
transformation should not be taken too literally nor over-emphasised. Four
expressions of the notion of isomorphism were noted by White and Russell
(1997). Firstly, by applying the psychodynamic concept of parallel process to
systemic work, isomorphism is understood to be the replication of patterns of
interaction between therapy and supervision. Secondly there is the assumption
that “therapeutic models, principles and practices can be translated into the
supervisory domain” (p.317). The third application of isomorphism assumes that
while the content of therapy and supervision are different, the structure and
process are similar. Lastly, White and Russell identified an emphasis on
interventive stance: “one can alter the sequence in supervision with the goal of
altering the supervisee’s in-session behaviour accordingly” (p.317). They
suggested that when the concept of isomorphism is applied authors should specify
which of these understandings they are assuming, and that the limits of the term
should be specified in order not to blur the distinctions between therapy and

supervision (p.329).

Given the elemental differences in these two domains of practice, the use
of the term [isomorphism] should neither facilitate inappropriate
borrowing of therapeutic terms into supervision nor negate important

distinctions between the two activities. (White & Russell, 1997, p.330)

Nonetheless, the structural concept of isomorphism continues to be widely used:
“within family therapy, the isomorphic structure of the supervisory relationship
continues to be the most acceptable metaphor for understanding training and
development” (Santa Rita, 1998, p.129).
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In counselling, counselling model-related supervision approaches have fallen out
of fashion over the past decade in particular. As I have indicated, the trend has
been towards generic approaches (Bernard & Goodyear, 1998; Carroll, 1996;
Holloway, 1995). Those arguing for this trend have described counselling model-
related approaches in rather pejorative language. Carroll, reporting on his major
U.K. supervision study, used Holloway’s phrase of “counselling-bound” (p.24)
and reported that Holloway had used the descriptor “parochial” about such
approaches. He also described such approaches as “narrow”. Carroll wrote of a
struggle to “wean” (p.7) supervision from counselling, suggesting that supervision
is at “an adolescent stage of development”, “poised for independence” (p.28).
The infusion of a developmental metaphor works to suggest that the field is
mature when we accept that supervision is a profession in its own right, separate
from counselling: mature supervision practice will work independently of models

of counselling.

As I have noted, descriptions of counselling-modality-linked models of
supervision as “counselling bound” work in two ways. Firstly, both Holloway
and Carroll were describing and arguing against supervision taking an alignment
with a particular counselling orientation. Secondly they were preferring to
conceptualise supervision as a generic activity that is a speciality in its own right,
and one that requires a specific training, not just counsellor training. On these
terms supervision is a very different activity from counselling, separated twice
over. Holloway (1995) pointed out that research suggested that supervisors do not
practice supervision as they do counselling. Supervisors are more likely to take
up a teaching orientation and to give advice, for example. Holloway, Freund,
Gardner, Nelson, and Walker (1989) studied observable differences in supervisory
style of a number of major theorists. They conducted their study by watching
videos of these theorists and coding and comparing their responses according to
particular categories. On the basis of these observations, Holloway et al.
suggested that the particular model developed for supervision, Interpersonal
Process Recall, rather than those models adapted from counselling, perhaps
enabled a more “equitable and consultant-like” working relationship in
supervision (p.101). Their analysis of the videotape featuring Carl Rogers, for

example, suggested that “client-centred supervision does not comply with the
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theoretical tenets of a client-centred counselling approach” (p.98), since advice-

giving featured in Rogers’ supervision work in ways unfamiliar in his counselling.

Other voices have contributed to this shift away from counselling-related
approaches to supervision. Across the theoretical spectrum there is interest in
distinguishing between counselling and supervision, in terms of both process and
purpose. Bernard and Goodyear (1998), in their overview supervision text,
acknowledged the similarities between counselling and supervision, while arguing
for “specific preparation” (p.4) for the tasks of supervision, largely on the basis
that supervision requires one primarily to be a good educator: the skills required
of the supervisor are the skills of education, rather than those of counselling.
Editing a psychoanalytic collection, Shipton suggested that “supervision occupies
a different space from therapy but it cannot be understood without being
contrasted to it” (1997, p.144). Haber (1996) offered an integrative, multi-modal
account of supervision, tracing his own professional lineage through a range of
models of therapy. Writing in the context of postmodern family therapy, Gardner,
Bobele, and Biever suggested that the proposal made by some writers that
supervision is an isomorph of counselling does not hold up because “supervision
is not therapy” (1997, p.224, original emphasis). They suggested that while both
practices aim at change the goals are different: that in postmodern supervision the
focus is the therapeutic relationship rather than the person of the counsellor. They
argued, too, that while in postmodern therapy there is an assumption that clients
are experts on their own lives, there is not the assumption in supervision that
counsellors are experts on therapy. This latter point is echoed by Bernard and
Goodyear (1998), who suggested in their summary of narrative supervision that
trainees are just beginning to develop stories of “self-as-professional” while
clients have well developed stories (p.22). Ishall return to this point and critique
it. However, I include it here as it contributes to the production of an account of
supervision as a speciality, a separate profession even, that is distinct from
counselling. By that account supervision involves a separate set of knowledges
and practices (Carroll, 1996; McConkey, 1999; Todd & Storm, 1997b). In
process and purpose, by this account, counselling and supervision differ. By this
argument, counselling-model related models of supervision are no longer

adequate.
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Before locating this present study in relation with the trend away from
counselling-model related approaches to supervision, I consider other phases in

the history of supervision.

Social role accounts

Those accounts generally characterised in the supervision literature as social role
models of supervision assume that we can talk about supervision by focusing on
the roles the supervisor plays. The early work of Bernard (1979) suggested that
the work of supervision is done through the roles of teaching, consulting, and
counselling. The influence of this work continues to be visible in more recent
work, albeit at times in the background (see Lowe & Guy, 1996, for example.)
Kadushin (1976) named the functions of supervision (in social work) as
managerial, educative, and supportive. Significantly, later work (Bradley, 1989,
for example) adds evaluation to the list of supervision functions. Some
contemporary accounts (Baretta-Herman, 2001, for example) continue to draw on
and develop these early social role accounts, accounts that focus on the rasks and
functions of supervision and on the roles that supervisors take on in the
performance of these tasks as they lead the work of supervision. Social role
accounts thus come out of a supervisor-focus. I will go on to argue in this chapter
that this supervisor focus is a problematic aspect of these and other accounts of

supervision.

Developmental accounts

The developmental metaphor has been particularly pervasive in supervision,
having occupied the centre ground of U.S. supervision writing in the 1980s when
a number of developmental models of supervision were proposed. Developmental
accounts focus on the characteristics of counsellors in training and licensing
processes as they progress from, as it is characterised in the developmental
literature, neophyte to master counsellor. Developmental models describe typical
trainee stages and the characteristics of trainees at those stages. On the basis of
these descriptions a supervisor then assesses and makes appropriate interventions
to facilitate counsellor progression between stages towards mature practice.

Developmental models were proposed by Littrell, Lee-Borden, and Lorenz
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(1979), Stoltenberg (1981), Loganbill, Hardy, and Delworth (1982), Blocher
(1983), Stoltenberg and Delworth (1987). Loganbill et al.’s work was perhaps
the most widely used of these resources in New Zealand: it was the central
resource both in my university counsellor education programme and in my first
counselling position in the Vocational Guidance Service. Drawing on
developmental theory, Loganbill et al. proposed a three stage model: stagnation,
confusion and integration. A counsellor might be assessed as functioning at any
one of these stages, or in transition between them, in respect of eight aspects of
practice: competence, emotional awareness, autonomy, identity, respect for
individual difference, purpose and direction, personal motivation, and ethics. The
supervisor might then call on a range of strategies: facilitative, conceptual ,
confrontive, prescriptive and catalytic interventions (p.32). This rather complex
model has the advantage of conceptualising developmental stage across multiple
areas of practice, thereby unsettling assumptions about linear developmental
progression: a counsellor might be assumed to be at a stage of confusion
regarding personal motivation while at integration in terms of respect for

individual differences, for example.

Developmental models were described by Bernard and Goodyear as “intuitively
appealing” (1998, p.26): we take it for granted that there is a progression towards
greater professional competence over time and with experience. However, they
suggested, this intuitive appeal may lead to other accounts of supervision being
overlooked. Holloway (1987), too, warned that the attractiveness of
developmental models might distract the profession from rigorous investigation of
those models and from investigation of alternative metaphors. She had suggested
that developmental models emerged because of the inadequacy of clinical
counselling models in explaining supervision and became “the zeitgeist of
supervision thinking and research” (p.209) in the 1980s. However, she urged
more caution about developmental models and more investigation of alternatives
such as learning theory: teaching was one of the roles Bernard (1979) had
described. In drawing attention to learning theory Holloway foreshadowed the
emphasis of Carroll and others in the 1990s on an educational model of
supervision. Worthington (1987) also pointed out deficiencies in developmental

models, mentioning the lack of detail, of specificity of skills at various stages, and
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of attention to the person of the supervisor, as well as a focus on stage, rather than
on transitions between stages. Friedlander and Snyder’s study of groups of trainee
counsellors at various stages suggested that “individual differences override level
of experience” (1983, p.348). Writing about postmodern models of family
therapy supervision, Gardner et al (1997) noted the constraints and limitations of
the descriptions of trainees at particular stages of development and of the
modernist practice of grouping counsellors in supervision groups in terms of
developmental level. The postmodern critique of general developmental theory
offers support for Gardner et al.’s concern: this critique focuses on the
individualising processes of developmental schema, and the impetus they provide
for description to become normative and prescriptive and for their terms of
reference to be naturalised (Burman, 1994). As well, the concem is supported by
research findings that the developmental assumption of increased supervisory
collegiality over the length of a supervisory relationship held true only for male
counsellors (Granello, Beamish, & Davis, 1997). Clearly the “intuitive appeal” of

the developmental metaphor also disguises some of its deficiencies.

Despite critiques, however, the developmental metaphor continues to infuse much
of the supervision literature. The metaphor of developmental progression is
pervasive in everyday supervision talk - it has been naturalised - and in the
literature. Some of its effects will be investigated further as this chapter

continues, and in Chapter Four.

Generic models

The history of supervision has seen some general phases in which particular
metaphors of supervision have been dominant: counselling model-related
approaches, social role accounts, and developmental accounts. A fourth cluster
has been predominant in counselling in the 1990s, these more recent accounts
suggesting that other metaphors fail to explain or contain the professional practice
of supervision and that broader accounts are needed. These generic accounts,
offering what Holloway calls “the big picture” (1995, p.6) drew in particular on
social role models. Holloway’s and Carroll’s combined and individual work
exemplifies this fourth and important cluster of approaches. With their trans-

Atlantic collaboration, their work is both influential and well regarded.
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Holloway’s (1995) systems approach was derived from the dimensions of
supervision that she saw as having arisen from “empirical, conceptual and practice
knowledge bases of supervision” (p.7). Her model has at its centre the
supervision relationship. Around that central core factor she placed other aspects
of the supervisory system: the four contextual factors of the client, the trainee, the
supervisor and the institution, along with two further factors, the tasks of
supervision and the functions of supervision. Holloway’s emphasis was on

supervision as an instructional process. Holloway and Poulin suggested that

Supervision is an instructional method that finds its origins in the

apprenticeship approach to learning an art or a craft. (1995, p.245)

Supervision thus is taken to involve a unidirectional transfer of knowledge from
senior practitioner to a counsellor constructed in a more junior position as learner.
Carroll advocated for an educational model: “education is more at the heart of -
supervision than counselling” (1996, p.27). He suggested that his model was
“generic and integrative”, connecting “the goals and purposes of supervision to
the function and tasks/roles” (p.44). He described seven “generic” tasks of
supervision: creating the learning relationship, the teaching task, the counselling
task, monitoring professional/ethical issues, the evaluating task, the consultative
task, the administrative task. A further argument Carroll made for a generic
approach to supervision contrasted these multiple supervisor roles with the single
roles supervisors tend to take up, he suggested, in “counselling-bound”
approaches. A generic approach, argued both Holloway and Carroll, is applicable
in different fields of human service work and in supervision with counsellors
working across different modalities. His generic approach is “atheoretical”,

Carroll claimed (p.44).

The question of ‘fit’ between counsellor and supervisor, in terms of practice
modality has been a repeated theme in the supervision literature. Commenting on
the matter of modality fit, Feltham and Dryden (1994) suggested that congruence
between supervisor and counsellor orientation is helpful for trainees; Flintoff
(1997) argued this position in a New Zealand setting in her study of students on

our local Masters programme. Arguments for congruence are based on the
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benefits for the counsellor of a shared rationale, shared language, and shared
understanding of therapeutic process. Hawkins and Shohet suggested that
“enough of a common language and belief system” (1991, p. 110) is needed for
supervisor and counsellor to work together. However, they added that a
supervisor from a different orientation may be alert to matters of which the
counsellor’s own orientation might not take account: the risk is that counselling-
linked approaches may be less open to what other perspectives could offer.
Generic models are intended to overcome this problem, in offering an approach to
supervision that produces supervision as a specialist practice in its own right,

distinct from counselling in knowledge, practice, and purpose.

In their critiques of earlier models, Holloway and Carroll emphasised the
expansiveness of generic approaches. They suggested that “not many writings on
supervision stress the contextual issues that impact on the work with clients on the
one hand and on the work with supervisees as counsellors on the other” (1999,
pp-2-3). They attributed this deficit to the problems of an individually oriented
perspective. Their edited volume was, they said, intended to contribute to “an
often overlooked dimension - the context” (p.3). Their solution to the
overlooking, they wrote, was to add on “organizational factors” to an
“individually oriented perspective” (p.3). However, it is my argument that in
writing about context in this way, as “often over-looked”, Carroll and Holloway
show evidence of the limitation of the epistemological position of their models:
for if context can be overlooked it is somehow not necessarily always present.
For a social constructionist the social is always present: we do not exist outside
the discursive practices in which we locate ourselves. As I read Carroll’s and
Holloway’s work, it seems to overlook acknowledgement of the theory of
knowledge on which it is based: they do not make clear what might be called the
paradigm-locatedness of generic models of supervision. Generic models are
themselves at risk of being “limited” and “bound”, as Carroll and Holloway
claimed counselling model-related approaches are: generic models are limited by
their own paradigm-locatedness in ways that neither author acknowledges. Any
model is paradigm located, I suggest, and thus limited and located. This is not a
problem in itself, but it is of concern to me that in their claims for expansiveness

of generic approaches Carroll and Holloway do not acknowledge this important
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matter. I do not agree with Carroll’s claim that his model is atheoretical, applying
“across counselling orientations” (1996, p.44). There are many examples in his
work that give evidence of his work being theoretically located and thus
producing different accounts of reality than those I work with. Arguments for
cross-theoretical approaches give the appearance of assuming that although
“counselling-bound” models are limited generic approaches are all-encompassing.
This, I suggest, may not be the case. I shall take a particular example to illustrate

my concern about this stance.

Holloway used an extract from a supervision conversation to illustrate one of her
four “contextual factors”, the institutional factor of agency clientele (1995,
pp-100-104). She suggested that the location of the agency in a university setting
where students get course credit for being clients was a factor in the supervision.

I agree with her claim. However, I do not think that the developmental
description and conceptualising that were then assumed are generic. As the
example was told, the counsellor began by indicating that she was uncertain about
what to do as the client had said she had no problems but had come for the course
credit. As the supervision conversation continued the counsellor offered just the
following information about the client’s background, reported here in the

counsellor’s words:
the client is a volunteer from a college course on interviewing;
the client was living with her folks but wasn’t entirely happy about it. She
has a boyfriend she has been seeing for about 6 months and going home to
her parents every night is not very convenient;
she is afraid to bring up moving out to her parents. She doesn’t want to be
ungrateful and actually has a pretty good deal...free rent and board. So

it’s sort of complicated, I think, but she says it will take care of itself;

she’s 19 and will be 20 in April;
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With just this much information, the supervisor was able to name the client as
having a “developmental issue of separating from her parents” and the counsellor
was asked to consider how this counselling might be approached as having a
developmental focus. This supervisor response belongs in a particular paradigm,
one that accepts a supervisor’s authority to speak in this way about a client on the
basis of little information; and one that on the basis of little information assumes
the authority of a developmental discourse to recommend separation from parents
as an appropriate goal for a young adult. The systems model is taking account of
context in considering the institutional factor of the location of the counselling
clinic where the trainee counsellor was working. However, as it is used here the
model is also limited, from my perspective, by some theoretical assumptions that
are not made explicit in the example. While the context is taken into account, it is
taken into account on the basis of assumptions that are not universally held to be
true. The assumptions, both of the authority-to-diagnose-on-little-information and
of the authority to-recommend-on-the-basis-of-a-developmental-discourse, offer a
reading that locates this example in particular discourses of both counselling and
supervision. Within these discourses there is an assumption that meanings are
given rather than being available for making, and that the supervisor is to name
the given meanings. As I read this instance of practice I am positioned in a
different set of discursive practices than those re-produced in the Holloway
example. I am reminded of Anderson and Goolishian’s warning from a
Collaborative Language perspective that “the more quickly a therapist understands
people, the less opportunity there is for dialogue” (1988, p.382). Although a “big
picture” (Holloway, 1995, p.6) systems approach is at work it nonetheless works
in ways that are paradigm-located: quick understanding rather than dialogue
appears to have been privileged. Holloway’s model itself is at some risk of
cutting out of the picture possibilities for supervision. Yet this is the charge that
Holloway offered to counselling-related approaches. Holloway’s claim that
counselling-related models reflect “parochialism” (p.4), because they do not
consider knowledge from related disciplines such as developmental, educational
and social psychology - that is they lack theoretical breadth - might well be made
of any approach that does not recognise the constraints and limits of its own

terms.
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Supervision and epistemology

I suggest that there is a theory of knowledge, an epistemological position, present
but generally unacknowledged in all of the accounts of supervision available to us.
In proposing constructionist approaches in supervision I have worked at the same
time to learn from the work of Holloway and Carroll, and others, and also produce
a version of supervision that gives an account of its own locatedness. I am not
seeking a for-all-purposes version of supervision, but rather a particular local
version that is overtly located in constructionist epistemology. In working to
produce a constructionist account I am mindful of Weingarten’s (1997) approach
in writing: she declared her interest in offering an account that might be placed
alongside other accounts, rather than replacing or displacing those accounts. My
interest in speaking of epistemological difference is not to establish primacy of
one account over another. Rather, I hope to establish points of difference and of
interconnection that open space for new possibilities to be spoken, and for
epistemological-locatedness to be acknowledged in supervision. For in speaking
about supervision, or in supervision, about the ethics and effectiveness of our
counselling work, counsellors and supervisors inevitably traffick in epistemology
talk. We traffick in epistemology talk whether that talk is at the surface of our
conversation and writing, or in the subtext, in the gaps between the words. I am
interested in producing a version of supervision that acknowledges
epistemological position. Holloway expressed her hope that her text would offer
“dialogue about supervision that anchors the conversation in the knowledge of
science and the intuition of practice” (1995, p.181). I, too, have hopes for
dialogue: for the terms of our scientific projects must be negotiated if the

dialogue Holloway sought is to take place.

Where Holloway claimed that relationship is “the core factor” (1995, p.43) in
supervision, I argue that paradigm-locatedness, that epistemology, sits alongside
relationship as the medium around which the supervision process is negotiated.
For it is in paying attention to epistemology that we pay attention to forms of
relation (Griffith & Griffith, 1992), as this thesis goes on to demonstrate. In the
Holloway example referred to above, the prescriptive authority of the supervisor,

based in a particular theory of knowledge and approach to practice, produced a
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particular kind of supervisor-counsellor relation. A discourse of supervision as
instructional method produced the supervisor in a position of authority over the
counsellor’s practice and over the client’s developmental and counselling needs.

The epistemological position produced the form of their relation.

The relationship’s the thing — or is it?

Holloway (1995) is not alone in positing relationship as central to supervision.
Shohet and Wilmot (1991) suggested that the supervisory relationship is the “key
issue” in supervision; Kaiser (1997) devoted a whole book to the supervision
relationship; Anderson and Swim (1995) argued for collaboration; Bernard and
Goodyear (1998) suggested that the relationship is the most critical aspect of
supervision. Carroll (1995) offered a number of examples of metaphors, drawn
from his research, to describe the supervision relationship including the familial,
psychodynamic metaphor suggesting that "grandmother/mother/baby is like the
supervisor/counsellor/client" (1996, p.54). Not surprisingly, he commented that
none of the metaphors offered is "adequate"”, but that there is clearly a "hybridity"

to the counsellor-supervisor relationship.

I think that there is much that is problematic about the ways in which the
supervision relationship has been conceived. Bird’s (1993) work on therapeutic
relationships opened a particular door for me in thinking about the supervision
relationship. Bird claimed that the therapeutic relationship "has been constructed,
interpreted and maintained by one side of the relationship, the therapist's" and she
suggested that "it is time to bring the therapeutic relationship out of the closet"
(p-48). Isuggest that the same claim could be made about the supervision
relationship, that it has been "constructed, maintained and interpreted" by only
one side of the relationship, the supervisor's (Crocket & McKenzie, 1996).
Despite the quest of contributors such as Anderson and Swim (1995) for
collaborative approaches to supervision, there is considerable evidence of
unilateral construction. I consider here, in particular, two aspects of this evidence,
firstly by paying attention to language form, and secondly to literary form
(Crocket, 1999).
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The history of my own preference for speaking of the partners in supervision as
counsellor and supervisor (Crocket & McKenzie, 1996; Crocket, 1999) predates
my encounter with narrative approaches to therapy, which I now use to theorise
my preference, and to interrogate the relational pattern offered by the alternate
pairing and form, supervisor-supervisee. 1 am not unaware that supervisee is a
term familiar through the supervision literature that comes out of North America.
It is embedded in state licensing regulations for counsellors, and is situated in a
culture of supervisors having legal liability for the counselling work of those with
whom they engage in supervision relationships. These phenomena construct
supervision and the supervision relationship in ways that may seem to be

unassailable, but are not outside scrutiny particularly in a New Zealand context.

The familiar grammatical form constructs a particular supervision relationship: the
grammatical form of the word supervisee offers a position in relationship that
construes the counsellor as subjected, as the one acted upon. A supervisor
supervises and a supervisee is supervised. The language form, supervisee, posits
the holder of that position as an object of the supervisor’s practice. And yet, it is
the counsellor’s work as a professional that brings them to supervision. A
supervisee is positioned differently from a counsellor: a position from which to
engage actively and responsibly in producing effective and ethical practice is less
accessible to a supervisee than to a counsellor. A supervisee is hailed (Parker,
1991) as, and offered a speaking position as, a person who is different from the
person hailed as a therapist or a counsellor. For counsellor agency is obscured
when a therapist or counsellor becomes a supervisee in relation with a supervisor
in participating in supervision. The counsellor is produced as the object of the
sentence, the done to person, rather than a doing person. In the obscuring of the
counsellor’s agency, the position of responsible professional practitioner becomes
less accessible to the counsellor. For a supervisee is grammatically positioned to
have their identity “authored for them” rather than to author themselves (Candlin,
1997, p.xi). These language practices are not neutral: they reproduce particular
relations of power (Parker, 1991, p.18). The reciprocal positions of supervisor
and supervisee and produced by and reproduce a discourse of supervisor
responsibility, a discourse that is then enacted at the institutional, professional

level and at the level of local, particular supervision relationships. The terms on
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which we speak about the partners in the supervision relationship thus raise
fundamental questions about the supervision relationship, what the profession

expects of it, and how we will each produce and reproduce it.

From my position outside the restraints of the U.S. counsellor licensing system, I
note Anderson’s and Swim’s (1995) continued use of the grammatical form of the
word supervisee. They continued this usage despite their moves from positivist,
instrumental therapies towards collaborative therapies situated in post-modern
ideas, therapies that depend on the idea that we are constituted by language, and
despite their quest for collaborative approaches to supervision. I argue that the
language form offers a positioning antithetical to the emphasis on subjectivity and
on bringing forward possibilities for collaboration associated with the practices of

which Anderson and Swim wrote.

But my concerns about the one-sided construction of the supervision relationship
do not end here, with the matter of language forms, for there is also the matter of
literary form. As a counsellor educator, responsible for working with counselling
students in their preparation to engage (some for the first time) with supervisors in
the community, I had struggled to find contributions from the literature that
addressed the counsellor. Ilooked for material that engaged with counsellors in
the matter of counsellor subjectivity in supervision, that might support counsellors
to consider the positionings available to them in supervision. Overwhelmingly I
encountered a literature that spoke to supervisors about supervision; there was
little addressed to the counsellor. While Anderson and Swim (1995) entitled their
article, Supervision as collaborative conversation: Connecting the voices of
supervisor and supervisee, the restraints to collaboration were again visible, in
that, while supervisee (sic) voices were present to represent their supervisory
experiences, those voices were included to address those on the "other side" of the
supervisory relationship, to illuminate the work and stance of the supervisor.
Counsellor voices were included, but not to speak of their positionings and
experiences of those positions in co-constructing supervisory relationships and
practices. Their voices were used to illuminate the contribution of supervisors to
what seems like rich and satisfying supervision, but not to make visible the

contribution of counsellors to that supervision. In this way, it seems that what
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counsellors have to say is somehow mediated by the position of supervisor, that
they are positioned as responding, commenting on and evaluating. This in itself is
not problematic. Indeed, to consult in this way creates a considerable shift in
power relations at the level of the local supervision relationship. However, at the
same time the effect of the focus on the supervisor, I suggest, is to privilege
supervisor knowledge about supervision, and to position supervisors as very much
the senior producers of supervision. Again, it could be argued that this is not
necessarily problematic. However, I believe that these discursive conditions,
where supervisees have been invited to make visible the supervisors’ contribution
to collaborative supervision but not their own contribution, leave therapists and
counsellors positioned as not-knowing about the practice of constructing
collaborative supervision. They thus remain positioned as junior authors, not
necessarily of their therapy practice, but certainly within the supervision
partnership and its work. The question, to whom is the supervision literature
addressed, is answered similarly across a wide range of literature I reviewed with

this question in mind.

Consider, for example, Todd and Storm's major supervision text in the marrriage
and family therapy area, with its inscription, "To all the supervisors and
supervisors-in-training we have worked with, who have convinced us that there is
still much to be learned about supervision" (1997a, p.v); and Bernard and
Goodyear's offer of a "review of the clinical supervision field in a way that will be
equally useful to the student of supervision and to the supervision practitioner"
(1998, p.xii). These are two major texts on supervision, yet neither of them
addresses the side of the supervision relationship that is the counsellor. Even
when the voices of supervisees (sic) are present, in Todd (1997) for example, it is
to advise supervisors rather than to address therapists. This practice is not
confined to the literature from North America. In the U.K., Feltham and Dryden
(1994) headed each subsection in a chapter entitled Creating a supervisory
alliance with an instruction to the supervisor. In positioning the supervisor as the
recipient of their instruction, these authors invoked a discourse of supervision
where the creation of a supervisory alliance is a unilateral action on the part of a
supervisor. In the terms of this discourse the counsellor is relegated to the

margins of supervision, and possibilities of a co-constructed supervision

Chapter Three 60



relationship are obscured. Given the emphasis of the literature on unilaterally
constructed supervision, it would not be surprising that Carroll reported that
supervisees (sic) were “very ignorant” about what to expect from supervision, and
“fitted in” with supervisors’ expectations (1996, p.40). If a counsellor is to use
supervision to support their development and practice as an ethical and effective
counselling professional, it is reasonable that they might be offered some thoughts
about how they, too, might participate in creating a supervisory alliance. There
are, in my view, real possibilities that the creation and maintenance of a

supervisory alliance might be produced as a two-sided, two-professional process.

There is of course never only one story, and there are exceptions to the story I am
telling. Inskipp and Proctor (1993) addressed counsellors, in the first part of a
two-part publication on supervision, noting that they had found themselves unable
to write for supervisors until they had written for counsellors. Carroll noted the
importance of supervisees having “some training” in being supervisees so that
they have appropriate skills and knowledge to use supervision well, but he did not
suggest what that training might be (1996, pp.90-91). Webb and Wheeler (1998)
suggested that counsellors need to be supported to use supervision effectively, in
particular in disclosing sensitive issues. Greater willingness to disclose concerns
and clearer understandings about supervision were reported as effects of limited
role induction for trainees (Bahrick, Russell, & Salmi, 1991). A brief review of
her own experience as a supervisee is offered by Moore (1991), although in the
same volume Shohet and Wilmot, in a chapter on the supervisory relationship,

wrote only of the supervisor’s responsibilities.

How might it be explained, this extended absence of the counsellor/therapist from
the literature about supervision? While the literature might describe them, and
give advice about what to do to them or with them, it for the most part does not
address them or have them make visible their understanding of their part in

constructing the supervision partnership.

Further, what are the implications of this absence in the supervision literature of a
dialogical voice that speaks with a present counsellor (rather than for an absent

one)? What now becomes visible in the discourse of professional supervision?
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What are the effects on the supervision relationship and the work of supervision of
a literature that positions the supervisor as overwhelmingly responsible for the

constructing of the supervision relationship?

A text entitled Supervisory relationships: Exploring the human element might
lead a reader to expect the addressing of the therapist as partner in supervision.
However, even from this text the counsellor is absent, while supervisors to whom
the text is addressed read, are told, "As supervisees grow, they often become
clearer about what they want in supervision" (Kaiser 1997, p. 90). Similarly
Carroll reported his findings that “supervisees are very passive vis-a-vis
supervision” (1996, p.92). I wonder how would it not be difficult for counsellors
to be sure about what they want in supervision when they are mostly positioned in
the literature as absent, or as objects to be moved or shifted, developed,
monitored, grown, or collaborated with. My point is that counsellors are not
offered a subjective position in the construction of supervision literature: the
discourse practices by which we language supervision do not construct

counsellors as agentive or knowing subjects.

Perhaps the absence of the therapist as dialogical partner from supervision texts
can be explained by therapists having been introduced to supervision in general
introductory counselling texts. Perhaps, it is in learning about counselling
practice that counsellors are also introduced to supervision practice. However,
some examples of general counselling texts suggest such an explanation has little
credence. For instance Egan (1994) contains no reference to supervision at all,
while McLeod (1998) reproduces Frideman and Kaslow's (1986) stage model and
Hawkins and Shohet's (1989) process model, but presents no discussion that might
offer a therapist some ideas about taking a subjective subject position in
supervision. Bahrick, Russell, and Salmi (1991) noted that training programmes
do not tend to prepare counselling students for supervision. General family
therapy texts do not tend to offer anything better than counselling texts: Nichols
and Schartz's (1995) volume, described in Minuchin's foreword as "the definitive
textbook of family therapy" (p.xiv), contains no mention of supervision. In an
example of a counselling text from the New Zealand context, Manthei (1997) pays

rather more attention to supervision than other texts I have considered here.
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Indeed, some of his text reads as though counsellors are positioned as his
audience: "How does one find a supervisor who will meet one’s needs?” asks a

subhead (p.140).

I am left with what I think are some very important questions. What is it
counsellors do in the construction of the supervision relationship and how might
we make that more visible, not just in each individual supervision relationship, but
in the style and the content of the literature and theory that supports professional
practice? What might be the effects of promoting conditions that call both
partners in supervision into positions of moral agency and authority in the
supervision itself, and in the literature that supports it? And are such conditions
desirable? Does our profession want to construct supervision as being relationally

productive of ethical practice?

These questions help open the spaces in which I can begin to articulate a
constructionist account of supervision, for, together with the discussion of the
literature I am offering, they point to significant aspects of the discursive practice
of supervision which have had little attention as supervision has been theorised.

They produce further questions that help locate my interests.

What knowledges about supervision are useful for counsellors to have? Must they
learn them in apprenticeship-style in the supervision room? Or are there some
stories to be told and accounts to be given that could position therapists, including
those new to the field, as agentive in co-constructing supervision, without such an
opportunity being dependent only upon the supervisor's offer of a collaborative
position? I am thinking of stories and accounts that do not merely address a
general audience of professional therapists in the neutral tone of some accounts of
supervision but that invite counsellors into responsible authority as partners in

supervision.

Ongoing exploration of the positionings the literature offers supervisor and
counsellor in the supervision relation gives evidence of further restraints on
counsellor subjectivity. Haber’s suggestion that “the supervisor, then, is a

necessary vehicle to help the trainee develop an effective, clear, diverse, and
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creative professional identity” (1996, p.37) again points to the supervisor, rather
than the supervision, the two-person relationship, as the vehicle for the production
of professional identity. Further, supervision is thus constructed as unidirectional:
it is always the counsellor who is to learn from the supervisor. In a New Zealand
context, Matthews (1981, quoted in Hermansson, 1999, p.62) as President of
NZAC suggested that “accountability is achieved in two complementary ways: by
the receiving of regular supervision and by ACTIVE participation in professional
matters” [original emphasis]. While it might be understandable that Matthews, at
that time the president of a professional association, would have been encouraging
active participation in the association, I am more interested to notice the contrast
here between the emphasis on active participation in professional matters and the
passive being in receipt of supervision. To receive supervision is to hold a
grammatically different position than to participate actively in supervision, or in
professional matters. Manthei (1997), too, reproduced this form: his text heads
the section on supervision, “Receiving regular supervision” (p.136). I argue that a
supervision discourse that produces a counsellor as receiving supervision, is likely
to be a supervisor-centred supervision, and thus one that reproduces the counsellor

passivity that Kaiser (1997), Carroll (1996) and others were concerned about.

Through this section I have argued that particular aspects of the literature
construct the supervision relationship in particular ways. The pairing of the
grammatical form supervisor-supervisee constructs a relationship where the
counsellor is in a subjected position. I argue that the absence of counsellors from
the supervision literature other than as subjected subjects, to be developed by
supervisors, limits the possibilities for producing counsellors as moral agents in
their counselling work. Again I make the point that the purpose of supervision is
to produce counsellors who are responsible for their own ethical practice. I prefer
to language supervision in ways that make positions of responsible professional
accessible to counsellors. I argue that appropriate grammatical forms and rich
storying that includes the counsellor in accounts of the supervision relationship
will enhance the work of supervision in producing counsellors as effective and

ethical workers in their counselling practices.
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However, the discourse of supervisor responsibility and an accompanying
unilateral construction of the supervision relationship dominate the supervision
literature. Carroll (1996) cautioned about transferring research conclusions from
the U.S.A. (where most of the research has been done) to the U.K., and
McConkey called for a “genuine New Zealand version of the discipline” (1999,
p.82) of supervision. I believe that the NZAC Codes offer significant opportunity
to produce some local accounts that are distinguished from those I have described
here. In positioning counsellors in the subjective subject position in sentences,
these Codes provide important strategies for the rich storying by counsellors who
occupy positions other than at the margins of supervision. There are other
distinguishing features of counselling and supervision in New Zealand that have
implications for local versions of supervision. The next chapter goes on to

consider further some of these distinguishing features.

The work of this chapter

In this chapter I provided a selective overview of the supervision literature,
focusing on that which is best known in professional counselling in New Zealand.
Having drawn attention to key aspects of supervision, I suggested that supervision
practice is shaped by a discourse of supervisor responsibility. This discourse is
pervasive, influencing even those professional settings where alternative accounts
are available. NZAC Codes, for example, place responsibility upon the counsellor
for monitoring their counselling work in supervision, not upon the supervisor. I
briefly reviewed the history of supervision, placing this project in contrast with
the most recent move in the field towards generic models of supervision. I argued
that generic models do not adequately account for the epistemological positions
that practice produces and that produce practice. I went on to investigate the
supervision relationship, thus demonstrating some implications of the theoretical
position I am taking in this thesis. This deconstructing reading of the supervision
relationship opens possibilities for supervision to be produced otherwise than a
discourse of supervisor responsibility would have it. Co-construction offers
different possibilities for the supervision relationship than unilateral construction.
I argued that given that the purpose of supervision is to ensure the production of

ethical and effective counselling practice, this purpose will be well served by
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those discursive practices that position counsellors well to be moral agents in the

production of their counselling practice.
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Chapter Four

Situating supervision, in New Zealand, and in the psy complex

To live as an autonomous individual, you must learn new techniques for

understanding and practicing upon yourself. (Rose, 1998, p.17)

This chapter further situates my approach to the study of supervision in a critical
orientation. Firstly the chapter considers supervision in New Zealand, noting further
aspects of the professional context that are particular to New Zealand. It then turns to
a discussion of the psy-complex (Rose,1989; 1991; 1998) and the self-regulation
produced by the psy disciplines, and considers the implications of this theory for the
professional practice of supervision. I argue that the self regulation and self-scrutiny
that legitimise claims for professional status are not unproblematic activities. Turning
again to aspects of the local profession, the chapter then draws attention to the acts of
governance which NZAC, in particular, appears to want to use supervision for. I
conclude that a postmodern version of counselling supervision will take account of
the strategies of self and other governance in which supervision is implicated. The
final task of the chapter is to locate this current work in relation with commentaries on

postmodern supervision practice.

Some further particulars of the local setting

The NZAC Code of Supervision encourages supervisors to pursue research into
supervision (NZAC Handbook, 2000). However, a review of local counselling-
related publications (Manthei & Miller, 1991) identified no published counselling
supervision research in New Zealand and there has been none since that date.
Unpublished material includes Flintoff’s (1997) masters dissertation which
investigated the supervision experiences of students in our Waikato programme, and
an MPhil thesis in the social policy and social work area (O’Donoghue, 1999).
O’Donoghue’s study investigated the perspectives of probation officers and service
managers in the Community Probation Service. Under the auspices of the Winston
Churchill Memorial Trust McConkey visited supervision trainers in the U.K. In his

report, McConkey commented on the New Zealand context:
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Supervision needs attention. It needs to be talked about, examined, read about
and understood. Our own historical development of supervision requires
researching and documenting, so that a genuine New Zealand-based version of
the discipline is developed, rather than merely ‘transplanting’ something from

the northern hemisphere (1999, p.82).

In this way, McConkey’s report supported the claims I had made in my doctoral
research proposal that the local supervision context should be studied. Bunce, too,
had pointed out that the cultural context of counselling in New Zealand is distinctive,
arguing that "it seems timely to examine overseas research more critically, to assess
its relevance and applicability within the current New Zealand setting" (1992, p.2).
An overview of the supervision literature offers much opportunity for such an

assessment, and to note particular distinctions.

Much of the North American literature on supervision focuses on the supervision of
counselling students at masters or doctoral level (Bahrick, Russell, & Salmi, 1991;
Friedlander, 1983; Kurpius, Gibson, Lewis & Corbet, 1992; Morran, 1995; Olk &
Friedlander, 1992; Pitts, 1992; Swanson & O'Saben, 1993). Glidden and Tracey’s
(1992) study of supervisory dimensions drew on a pool of supervisors with an average
of nine years post-doctoral experience. Such a group stands in contrast with the pool
of supervisors available to masters students here in Hamilton. Students in our local
context are supervised by practitioners in the community: much of the U.S. research
literature appears to draw on the work of faculty supervisors who also carry
responsibility for assessing students' work, and of doctoral students supervising
masters students. In their collaboration, Ronnestad (Norway) and Skovholt (U.S.)
(1993) wrote about a quite different research scene where “supervision research is
carried out by student researchers studying student supervisors supervising student
counsellors working with student clients” (p.396), and of a different pool of
practitioners, "senior practitioners with twenty to forty years experience" (p.398):
such complexities are not available in most New Zealand contexts. As well, in the
contexts described in the U.S. literature, supervision tends to include the acquisition
of skills. When I began this study I believed that it was the expectation in the

profession here in New Zealand that supervision focused more on the application of
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skills: locally supervision had more to do with practice and less to do with training.
In the intervening period, I think the field has shifted and I no longer confidently
make this claim. Importantly, as I pointed out in Chapter Three, supervisors in this
country are not legally liable for the work of those counsellors with whom they
supervise, nor have they had the same gate-keeping role as in the U.S.A. (Todd &
Storm, 1997, p.3). King and Wheeler (1999) found that in the UK there are many
versions of how much responsibility supervisors have. Without legal tests the
situation in New Zealand is perhaps somewhat ambiguous, but there is no codified

requirement for supervisors to take responsibility for the work of those they supervise.

While the North American focus on the supervision of trainees means that most of the
supervision research has focused on this particular group - counsellors in training- in
New Zealand the profession has tended to follow the British practice of supervision
continuing after training, as a regular aspect of a counsellor's practice. For members
of both NZAC and BAC, supervision throughout a counsellor’s career is a
requirement of membership. A sense that this requirement is not generally accepted
has appeared in the U.K. literature only recently (Feltham, 2000). Cantwell and
Holmes (1995) wrote of the "realisation that supervision is not just for beginning
therapists but part of the life of any responsible practitioner" (p.35), a realisation that
at that time was not new in a New Zealand context. In that context, Manthei (1981)
claimed that “on-going supervision of practising school counsellors is now widely
recognised as both desirable and essential to the development and maintenance of
effective guidance services” (p.40), and Hermansson (1981) suggested that
supervision “is fundamental to practice, especially in the early stages of doing

counselling work™ (p.267).

Despite these assertions and a familiar assumption by counselling professionals in
New Zealand that supervision functions as "the profession's chosen assurance of
quality and ethical practice" (Proctor, 1994, p.309), we know little about the manner
in which supervision happens in this counselling community. I suggest that, given the
distinct professional culture and the lack of local research, we urgently need more
than the good faith with which practitioners offer, seek and provide supervision,
amidst a rapidly changing professional culture that is making increasing demands on

supervision. Over recent years supervision has come to be much more visible, in
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NZAC newsletters for example, and has been increasingly implicated in governance
processes in the Association. I trace some of those instances that are documented in

order to notice the discursive conditions of this study.

Professionalisation and professional self-regulation

At this point, I return to Rose’s notion of the psy complex, introduced briefly in
Chapter Two, in order to use it to support my investigation of supervision, both the
“grand narratives” of the international counselling professions, and the local
expressions of those narratives. The psy complex is that group of psychology-derived
disciplines that Rose (1989, 1991, 1998) suggested offers individuals the self-
management techniques needed for life in the modern world. Rose suggested that
psychology has come to offer the individual “precise ways of inspecting oneself,
accounting for oneself, and working upon oneself in order to realize one’s potential,
gain happiness, and exercise one’s autonomy”. Psychology has done this through “a
range of psychotherapies that aspire to enabling humans to live as free individuals
through subordinating themselves to a form of therapeutic authority” (1998, p.17). In
the Foucaultian tradition this is “disciplinary power”: modern subjects are enjoined to
subordinate ourselves, through examination and confession, to the authority of the

accounts of personhood the psy disciplines offer us.

My interest is in what Rose’s ideas about the psy-complex might mean for
professional supervision. If therapy is understood to work in this self-regulatory
manner, offering autonomy on the basis of subordination, what might it mean if the
same lens is focused on supervision? Using the notion of the psy-complex,
supervision could be understood to function as a technology to which counsellors
“freely” submit, a site at which through inspection, accountability, and self-work
counsellors produce themselves as ethical practitioners and autonomous professionals.

Supervision may thus be constructed as a site of confession and examination.

While it might seem that a thesis that is concerned with the practice of counselling
supervision might do what the great bulk of the literature does, and take for granted
the professional practice context, the postmodern positioning of this thesis creates
fissures where such assumptions might otherwise comfortably lie. Such fissures make

room for questions about professional practice, professionalism, and
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professionalisation to arise. When counsellor and supervisor are understood to be
decentred participants in a discourse rather than “sovereign” professionals (Luke,
1999), we need to ask more about the discourses of professionalism that produce such
subjects. When texts are understood as “simultaneously representing reality, enacting
social relations, and establishing identities” (Fairclough, 1992, p. 9), we need to
interrogate the discourse practices of the counselling profession (local and
international) that produce and are produced by professional supervision and
professional self-regulation. Narrative therapy works to interrogate the discourses
which position clients problematically in the world: thus it disturbs the limiting and
disabling effects of normative judgement. I argue for the extension of this
interrogation into the domain of professional practice and, in particular, into
supervision. For supervision is a technology by which counsellors maintain ourselves

as professionals.

Everyday professional talk abounds with many assumptions about what it means to be
a professional. “That’s what being a professional is about” is a phrase often heard in
the context of professional talk, to do with willingness to examine one’s actions and
take responsibility for one’s actions. For counsellors in New Zealand participation in
supervision is a mark of being professional. But what are we calling on, when
counsellors make this claim that we are professionals? How does the claim to
professionalism position us? What are the effects of being positioned in a discourse

of professionalism?

Abbott and Wallace (1990) suggested that the professions originating from medieval
universities - law, medicine, and the clergy - have come to provide the measure for
claims to professional status. According to trait theories, which describe these
measures, members of professions “own” particular expert knowledge, acquired
through scientific study; entrance to membership is monitored; an ethic of service
and altruism prevails; claims to autonomy are made on the basis of self-policed
standards (Abbott & Wallace, 1990; Ramprogus, 1995). Such descriptions align with
popular understanding of the nature of the professions. Developmental theories
(Caplow, 1966; Miller 1994) describe a staged set of events that produce a group’s
claim to professional status, from founding a professional organisation, through

developing a code of ethics, to seeking public recognition in the form of legislative
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protection. Similar themes emerge from each of these theories: closed membership,
autonomy and self-monitoring, protection for members. Abbott and Wallace point
out that “‘professional’ in modern, capitalist societies is generally a term of approval”
(1990, p.7) and that “to claim to be a profession is to suggest independence, autonomy
and control over work” (p.7). In the context of this project I have a particular interest
in the matters of autonomy and self-monitoring. For, as explained in Chapter Three,
in New Zealand the profession’s claims to autonomy and self-monitoring depend, to a
significant extent, upon supervision as an assurance of effective and ethical practice.
“I believe that the fundamental building block of our accountability process is good
supervision for all members” (Grant, 1995, p.16). Supervision is a technology by
which the counselling profession claims to police standards of practice in relation
with its stated code of ethics: thus it claims to protect both its members and the

public.

Autonomy and self-scrutiny are the conditions of being in which Rose and other
commentators working in the Foucaultian traditions have taken a particular interest.
My interest here is in the question of the implications, for those of us who profess to
be counsellors, of the intersecting of two discourses. On the one hand this
interdiscursive moment is produced by the discourse of professionalism, and in
particular autonomy and self-monitoring. Disturbing that discourse is another
produced by the understandings of the role of disciplinary power that these
commentators have offered. Attention has been given to the ways the disciplines
regulate the general populace, but what of those of us who work as professionals
within the disciplines, who are not immune from, nor outside of the effects of, the
disciplines of which we are part? Given this notion of the regulatory function of the
disciplines, it seems to me that the combination of professional self-monitoring, and
the inevitable regulation by the disciplines, might have professionals particularly

caught in webs of self-scrutiny.

My argument is that as counselling professionals we are not just complicit in the psy
disciplines that serve to regulate the populace at large. We are also, ourselves,
subjected to such regulation twice over, firstly as citizens and secondly, and no less

keenly, as counselling practitioners. For self-monitoring is foundational to
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professionalism and is the basis of the counselling profession’s claim that supervision

offers quality assurance of counselling practice.

The irony is that professional autonomy and self-monitoring are much cherished.
"Regulate ourselves or be regulated,” declared the cover of the Australia and New
Zealand Journal of Family Therapy (1997), signalling an article that argued, “if
counselling and psychotherapy don’t choose to regulate their own practice, that
practice will be regulated by government from above” (Cantwell, 1997, p.166). In
New Zealand, warnings about the dangers of the dictates of third party funders and
the inherent threat to professional autonomy were offered by Miller (1994).
“Counselling can only ever be safe in the hands of a self-regulating autonomous
professional,” argued Webb (1998, p.13). She went on to examine the effects for
counselling professionals in New Zealand of wider socio-political and economic
developments, suggesting that the strategies of New Right managerialism in our
country "disable systems of care”. She advised that professional counsellors need to
keep noticing the influences on us of the ways of thinking, such as “the promotion of
personal responsibility” (p.13), advanced by these politics. While Webb warned of
the "high-jacking of our own concepts" (p.15) as New Right influence gained
momentum, I suggest that it might be wise to take Webb’s warning further: we
cannot take for granted that the system of care that is professional supervision stands
apart from the disabling strategies to which she referred. As I will show shortly,
moves in the professional association’s use of supervision have brought subtle but

significant changes to supervision as a (discourse) practice.

Within counselling, claims for professional status are accompanied by the self and
other-monitoring by which we justify such claims. Writing of the caring professions
of nursing and social work, Abbott and Wallace suggested that "the words 'profession’
and 'professionalism' are used in everyday language to control those who use or lay
claim to the title" (1990, p.7) and that "the idea of professionalism is used to police
the actions of those who lay claim to a professional status" (p.8). More recently,

Feltham offered a similar observation about counselling.
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Perhaps supervision both keeps counsellors in order and also impresses on the

public that serious steps are being taken to monitor and preserve quality.

(2000, p.17)

I suggest that the claims of professionalism, for which the professional association
and individual counsellors in New Zealand depend upon supervision, cannot but be

double-edged.

The technologies of power to which Foucault gave particular attention were the
examination and the confession. “If the examination is the technique of objectifying
people, the confession is the technique of subjectifying them” (Fairclough, 1998,
p.53). Through the examination we are measured against norms; records are kept on
us; we are made visible. Through confession we act upon (speak about) ourselves in
the presence of another, the authority (or representation of the authority) who
“requires the confession, prescribes and appreciates it, and intervenes in order to
judge, forgive, console and reconcile” (Foucault, 1981, p.61 cited by Fairclough,
1998, p.53). My argument is that it is useful for counsellors and supervisors to think
about supervision on these terms, not because we can somehow create separate new
orders of discourse outside the operation of these technologies of power, but so that
we might recognise how we are thus constituted. Then, in recognising, we might go
on to “resist, subvert and change the discourses themselves through which one is

being constituted” (Davies, 1991, p.51).

The point I want to emphasise is that we are less free in choosing self-regulation than
the everyday discourses of professionalism and autonomy would have us believe we
are. “To live as an autonomous individual, you must learn new techniques for
understanding and practicing upon yourself” (Rose, 1998, p.17): to practise as an
autonomous professional counsellor, you must take up particular techniques for
understanding and practising on yourself (and others). Self-regulation is not an

unproblematic matter for as Foucault observed,

Discourses are tactical elements or blocks operating in the field of force
relations; there can exist different and even contradictory discourses within the

same strategy; they can, on the contrary, circulate without changing their form
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from one strategy to another, opposing strategy. (1981, p.101, cited in
Fairclough, 1992, p.99)

White (1997) took a critical step into asking about the constitution of the lives, not
only of clients, but also of counsellors through professional discourse, noting that
such considerations had been relatively neglected. Noticing the “powerful
incitements to join in the self-government of the self” that professional discourses
offer, White asked,

Is it likely that therapists could journey into what is the heartland of this
culture’s technologies for the administration and management of life
[professional discourses], and yet resist the powerful incitements to engage in

the policing of their own lives? (White, 1997, pp.123-4)

In Chapter Three I considered how the literature posits professional supervision as
regulation through monitoring. As autonomous professionals in supervision we put
our work up for review, in this way producing ourselves as moral and ethical subjects.
However, counsellors are at the same time subject to the call to a problematic self-
surveillance that is a feature of modern life and that, it can be argued, creates

clienthood for many of those who come to us as clients.

Here is a particular challenge that a poststructuralist understanding of power offers:
supervision works as regulative practice in multiple ways. One face of the regulatory
function reflects counsellors making a responsible acknowledgement of the power
relations manifest in counselling work. This practice positions counsellors as offering
our work into the professional community, through supervision, as the responsible
production of ethical practice. To assemble ourselves as ethical subjects counsellors
participate in this professional “technology of self government”, offering our work for
monitoring and development (the examination?), and ourselves for support (the
confession?). And, paradoxically, at the same time such technologies of power work
to call us into the policing of our own lives (White, 1997) and into what Bird (2000)
characterised as the “pathologising self-gaze” of the professional counsellor enjoined

to self-scrutiny.
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In the light of these reflections on the subjectification of the professional self, I turn to
the question of what it is that the counselling profession in New Zealand wants
supervision to do. In what ways do the profession’s intentions for supervision match
the work each of us who meets in supervision wants supervision to do? And what
expectations do third party funders, employers, the public and others have of
supervision? In turning to this question, I limit my focus to consider the location of

supervision in the context of professional counselling in New Zealand.

New Zealand: professionalisation and supervision

“ How professional are we and how professional should we become?”” asked Ted
Wadsworth in 1974, in his opening address at the inaugural NZAC conference
(quoted in Hermansson, 1999, p.16). I note that he was asking the question, not
arguing for professionalism. Iremember also the first essay I wrote in the counselling
field: the essay question ran along the lines of, "Is counselling a phenomenon of
everyday life or an increasingly specialised profession?" That such a question was
being asked in the early 1980s in New Zealand is perhaps both an indication of the
recent arrival of counselling as a profession is this country, and of some ambivalence
towards the move into increasing professionalisation. Did counsellors want the expert

status of the psy professions, or were we reluctant participants?

But as Miller (1994) pointed out and Hermansson (1999) documented, the trappings
of professionalism in New Zealand's largest association of counsellors, NZAC,
followed in a rush in subsequent years. From formation there soon followed
membership processes, a Code of Ethics, a complaints process, a Code of
Supervision, accreditation of senior members, an Ethics committee, supervisor
endorsement of membership, more rigorous membership requirements, accreditation
of supervisors, membership growth. The question of registration is just now
becoming more pressing: with the imminent move to registration of social workers
counsellors will be the only workers in the mental health area to remain outside

registration processes (Esler, 2001).

Supervision, too, has changed over this time. When I became a counsellor, few paid

for supervision: it was a favour given between counsellors. One of my early
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supervisors, despite being in private practice, insisted that supervision with me, for
which she did not charge, was her gift to the profession. The early supervising I did
was, likewise, without charge. Supervisors might themselves have been relatively
new to counselling, with little or no training in supervision. Supervision, in my early
experience, was a much more "private" contract: it was left up to me to see that it
took place. The emphasis of the supervision room was the confessional, rather than
the examination room: although the individual was focussed upon, no records or
reports to others were required. There was not a Code of Supervision to guide

practice until 1993.

It was not until my application for accredited membership of NZAC in the early
1990s that the matter of supervision was raised in relation with my membership of the
professional association. At the same time records were being introduced: an
acceptable report from a supervisor became one of the requirements for gaining
membership of the association. In 1995, without negotiation with its members, the
association introduced the requirement of an annual report from each member,
attesting to professional development undertaken, and co-signed by the supervisor.
The discourses of professionalism and accountability were both at work in these
developments, in these extensions of governance. Supervision became both
confession and examination. “The norm of autonomy secretes, as its inevitable
accompaniment, a constant and intense self-scrutiny” (Rose, 1991, p.241): the notion
of professional autonomy calls our profession into increasing scrutiny of ourselves,
and supervision is one mechanism by which we do this throughout our professional
lives. The professional self-scrutiny that counsellors employ in supervision in this
way calls us into close ongoing regulation of our practices. Given this level of
surveillance, as a profession we need to take care how we employ the strategies

supervision offers.

Rose (1991) suggested that the governance made possible through the technologies of
the disciplines has not been the result of some purposeful grand plan, but that
“innovations have frequently been made in order to cope, not with grand threats to the
political order, but with petty and even marginal problems” (pp.8-9), sometimes

initiated and/or carried out at the formalised centres of structural power, but more
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often by occupational or interest groups. There are examples of such innovations

within NZAC.

For example, in 1997 Janet Irwin, Chair of NZAC’s Ethics committee, reported that
some “pretty appalling things” were happening in the name of counselling. She
suggested the need for “increasing emphasis on competent, effective supervision”,
because “our professional integrity is on the line” (quoted in Hermansson, 1999,
pp-147-148). In both this recommendation and in the earlier introduction of annual,
supervisor-endorsed reports, further regulation of members was initiated by national
committees with responsibility to manage aspects of the professional organisation that
mark it as professional - monitoring standards, and membership. However, I want for

a moment to put these two events together.

In 1997 Irwin reported there had been eight complaints lodged with the Ethics
Committee in the previous year. Between 1991 and December 2000, one hundred
complaints had been processed through NZAC's complaints procedure (NZAC, 2001).
Of these 26 were not assessed (because those complained about were not members of
NZAC); twenty nine were assessed but were not considered prejudicial to the
interests of the association; the remaining forty five went on to be considered by
hearing panels. Of these, five went on to mediation, and sixteen to formal hearings,
with charges being upheld in twelve instances. My experience as a member of
Complaints Panels of the Association’s Ethics Committee means that I do not naively
assume that the seventeen complaints where the Association exercised its authority to
intervene were the only ones where complaints had substance. However, in the light
of these statistics I notice that at the same time there were well over two thousand
members, all of whom with their supervisors, were furnishing annual supervision
reports to be surveyed by the half dozen voluntary members of the Association’s
Membership Committee. While the behaviours which aroused Irwin’s concern may
not have been petty or marginal in themselves, what is at work here is an act of
regulatory governance that has re-positioned supervision as an explicit tool in the
maintenance of counsellors in the category of member/professional counsellor. In this
way innovations of governance represent responses not to grand threats to the
professional order, but to isolated instances, albeit instances of serious concern to

those dealing with them.

Chapter Four 78



Manthei (1995, 1997) raised the question of whether it is the professional
association’s job to enforce standards/behaviours, on behalf of professionalism, or
whether responsibility for safe practice rests with individual counsellors. His
preference was the latter. Winslade (1997) expressed concern about the increased
policing of members and applicants, suggesting that NZAC was in danger of
“inadvertently allow[ing] the evaluative gaze to advance its influence in our own
professional identities” (p.15) and of enabling a more hierarchical supervision regime
to gain sway . Such matters are still under debate. A regular columnist in the
Newsletter, the Mad Hatter, whose contributions tend to be as provocative as his

authorial name suggests, wrote:

it seems that NZAC is involved in far too much policing for my liking. Like
policing training. Policing competence. Policing accreditation. Policing
supervision. Policing to keep us elitist and keep people out. (Mad Hatter,
1999, p.16)

In a response in the next Newsletter, from Jim Halliday, past Convenor of the
Membership Committee of NZAC, we see at work the practices of governance in
which we are caught up: as professional counsellors we must police ourselves and
each other in these ways in order to assemble ourselves as trustworthy professionals

in the political milieu in which we work.

The Members [of the Association], the public and the employing agencies
look to the Association for standards of accountability, credibility and status
that distinguish the professional worker from just any persons who may

choose to call themselves counsellors. (Halliday, 1999, p.3)

Innovations of self and other governance come in the guise of providing assurance.

But what is being assured? And how do we know it is?

It seems to me to be important that we do not assume that by increasing the use of
supervision as an arm of governance we enhance the work that supervision does in

supporting ethical and effective practice. Indeed, Sampson (1995) comparing
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centralised and decentralised ideas about personhood and social order noted that
research suggested that the introduction of extrinsic factors, in situations where people
otherwise have acted in relation with intrinsic factors, reduced the likelihood that

behaviour would be ongoing without the reward. He went on

We might reasonably conclude from the preceding that the imposition on an
ongoing system of something external to it in order to govern the behaviour

within that system undoes the self-regulating mechanisms that have evolved,
thereby requiring ever greater externality of rule in order to sustain what

would otherwise have been self-sustaining. (Sampson, 1995, p.120)

It might be argued then that the increasing involvement of the professional association
in governing supervision relationships is likely to decrease, rather than increase,
ethical behaviour. Perhaps in asking supervision to do more, the association produces
it as able to do less? It is clear at least that it cannot be taken for granted that
innovations of governance involving supervision will enhance the work of the

supervision relationship nor, more importantly, the work of counsellors with clients.

Some implications for this study

In the context of this study, then, there are many sites at which supervision as
professional practice might be interrogated. On Rose’s (1998) terms, supervision
might be construed as a particular instance of an “assembling of subjects”, an
assembling of counsellors as “responsible subjects in the machines of morality”
(p.182). With these ideas in mind, I need to ask, rather than take for granted, what
kind of practice of the professional self is supervision? In what ways does
supervision serve “professionalism” in assembling supervisors and counsellors as
responsible and ethical subjects? What is the project in which we are caught up? As

what sort of selves are we intent on producing ourselves?

These are questions that highlight the paradigm-locatedness of generic supervision
models, for those models do not tend to raise such questions. These questions return
me again to my first research question. What might a narrative version of counselling
supervision look like? What will be its concerns? First of all, in response to these

questions, I suggest that a narrative supervision will consider seriously the politics of
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its own production. A narrative supervision will be purposefully attending to the
relations with the self its practices produce. It will acknowledge the strategies of self-

and other-governance in which it is implicated.

The available accounts in the area of postmodern supervision vary in the extent to
which they interrogate the practice of supervision itself. For the most part the
emphasis is on describing supervision processes. I go on from here to review the
wider postmodern supervision literature, noting that it mostly comes from family
therapy rather than counselling. Cantwell and Holmes (1995) and Bobele, Gamner,
and Biever (1995) pointed out that there was little literature that applied
constructionist theory to supervision: much of that which I review has been written
since this project was begun in 1996. Others have been asking questions similar to

those that brought me to this study.

Counselling supervision: some constructionist perspectives

The storying work of supervision

Here, too, White’s work provides a significant starting point. White (1989/90)
suggested that re-authoring is an activity for training and supervision, as it is for
therapy; stories about therapy and about the therapist’s “life as therapist” (p.27) invite
therapists into storying experiences that “parallel” the experiences of those who are
clients in therapy. Referring to Geertz, White suggested that, in situating our
experience within available stories, stories which are always indeterminate, and
negotiating the interpretation of the stories that are thus produced, we are involved in
processes of originating: “it is the copying that originates” (Geertz, 1986, p.380). I
think that this idea is critically useful in taking a narrative orientation to supervision
for it offers up the supervision space for collaboration in generative practice. When
supervision is constructed as productive of new knowledges, rather than reproductive
of already known and established knowledges, then supervisor and counsellor are
offered a repositioning in relation with each other. For knowledge resides not only in
the supervisor; it becomes possible to create knowledge in the spaces between the
counsellor and the supervisor, and between the counselling and the supervision, and
between the client, counsellor and supervisor. The storying work of counsellor and

supervisor focuses on that which the counsellor has already originated, that which
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counsellor and supervisor, or counsellor and client, might together originate, and that
which is being originated in the supervision itself. Supervision can be understood as a
storying of practice that depends not just upon accounts that relay the facts of what
happens, but on the making up of accounts. The distinction drawn by Parry and Doan
between indicative (fact telling) or subjunctive (possibility-producing) modes (1994,
p.188) points to the productivity of storying professional identity when meaning-

making is central to supervision talk.

Also arguing that there is similarity between the processes of counselling and those of
supervision, Parry and Doan (1994) suggested that the processes of “revisioning” of
stories that therapists use with clients are to be applied in “revisioning” the stories
therapists have about their clients and about themselves as therapists. “Therapist
competencies expand when tagged and accepted,” Cantwell and Holmes suggested
(1995, p.45). Similarly Neal (1996) wrote of trainees being given opportunity to story

their preferences for their therapy work.

Not all constructionist commentaries agree with the claim that the processes of
supervision mirror those of therapy, however. In Chapter Three I noted the
distinctions drawn by Gardner, Bobele, and Biever (1997), and also Bernard and
Goodyear (1998) between therapy and supervision. Gardner, Bobele, and Biever
suggested that while in postmodern therapy there is an assumption that clients are
experts on their own lives, there is not the assumption in supervision that therapists
are “experts on therapy” (p.224). Bernard and Goodyear suggested that trainees are
“just beginning” to develop stories of “self-as-professional” while clients have “well
developed” stories (p.22). Both author teams thus drew a distinction between therapy
clients, whose knowing and expertise about their lives is to be valued, and therapists
in supervision who, they proposed, come without material to be storied because of a
thinness of professional experience. I believe that to suggest that there is little
material to draw on in storying the professional identity of a therapist new to the field
is to edit out the possibility that the therapist brings a richness of lived experience
upon which they draw as they story their professional identity. The storying of
professional identity that we do in the supervision room depends upon very much
more than just stories about therapy. Of course professional knowledge and wisdom

and practice experience are to be valued: those are the pre-existing stories into which
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we insert ourselves and thus produce new stories. However, received professional
knowledge and wisdom is not all that there is, and the field is impoverished if we
behave as if it is. Further, even beginning counsellors have practice that they and
their supervisor might collaboratively research and story in supervision: this is an
implication of taking seriously the value of local knowledge. Inquiry such as, “What
did you notice?” and “How might we make sense of what you noticed?” and “What
does this (making sense) mean for your practice preferences?” offers material for
storying professional identity. It is the sort of inquiry that might well be made by
supervisors of counsellors new to counselling. I suggest that the idea that therapists
early in their careers do not have enough knowledge or experience to draw on to story
their practice and their professional identity is strongly influenced both by
developmental discourse and by the discourse of supervisor responsibility. Further, I
will argue that it behoves supervisors not to take for granted the positions offered
counsellors and supervisors within these discourses for those positions obscure
counsellor agency and responsibility and undermine possibilities for collaboration. A

rich storying of professional identity is not supported by such positions.

Solution focussed and strengths based approaches

The focus on the similarities between therapy and supervision processes features, too,
amongst systemic and solution-focussed writers. Like clients in counselling,
therapists in supervision are looking for “an expansion of options and meanings”,
suggested Cantwell and Holmes (1995, p.36). Lowe and Guy (1996) acknowledged
the isomorphic relationship between supervision and therapy that is presumed in their
solution-oriented approach to reflecting team supervision. They wrote of “using
solution-oriented methods to identify and build upon the supervisee’s competencies,
affirm their struggles, and help identify future possibilities and challenges” (p.30).
Thus, the theoretical alignment between counselling process and supervision process
was a significant distinction in the process they outlined. Solution-focussed
supervision was also posited as isomorphically transformed from the process of
solution-focussed therapy by a number of other authors (Santa Rita, 1998; Selekman
& Todd, 1995, Todd, 1997). Amongst family therapists there appears to be more
ongoing acceptance that models of therapy might be extended into supervision, and
there is less emphasis, than in counselling, on distinguishing these fields of practice in

terms of process.
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A collaborative orientation

A collaborative orientation in supervision is echoed by a number of postmodern
writers (Anderson & Swim, 1995; Bobele, Gardner, & Biever, 1995; Fine & Turner,
1997; Gardner, Bobele, & Biever,1997; Storm, 1995). I have found Fine and
Turner’s metaphor of the style of work thus produced very useful in making visible

the substance of collaborative practice.

Therapists experience the supervisor co-laboring with them in creating new
therapy paths — everyone wearing the same yellow hard hats as they jointly

forge through the brush and maneuver across uncharted ground. (1997, p.237)

There are visible here a number of moves that indicate the possibilities for a
postmodern supervision. Firstly, the relationship is characterised as therapist-
supervisor, opening space for therapist as subjective subject. Unfortunately, as I have
already noted, many postmodern writers in supervision do not make this move and
continue reproducing the supervisor/supervisee form (for example, Anderson &
Swim, 1995; Bobele et al., 1995; Gardner et al., 1997; Lowe & Guy, 1996).
Secondly, the work of Fine and Turner’s description is co-laboring, working together
at the same task. Both these moves, for therapist as subjective subject and for co-
labouring, while not removing hierarchy, unsettle the familiar power relation of
mainstream approaches to supervision and thereby produce supervision differently.

In this account, both therapist and supervisor are finding ways forward, and producing
knowledge for local situations where neither has been before. Knowledge is to be
produced in a mutually generative process, rather than reproduced out of the
supervisor’s rich store of privileged knowledge about all facets of therapy and
supervision. This shift in the understanding of knowledge production was echoed in

Neufeldt’s (1997) constructivist account and in Bobele et al.’s constructionist one.
Rather than having a ready set of tools or ideas to give to the supervisee in

some developmental sequence, we are ready to offer to supervisees an

opportunity for collaboration. (Bobele et al., 1995, p. 18)

Chapter Four 84



As emphasis is offered to meaning systems and to the collaborative negotiation of
meaning in dialogue, new therapy paths are created (Bobele et al., 1995; Cantwell &
Holmes, 1995). And the yellow hard hats of Fine and Turner’s description? Perhaps
supervision is not the safe and reassuring haven where therapists are offered the
protection of the supervisor’s expertise, but rather it is a domain in which hard work is
to be done, in collaboration. The focus is no longer on the role of the supervisor alone
as in social role accounts of supervision, but supervisor and counsellor are co-

labouring at the same task, finding ways forward over previously uncharted ground.

Power

Amongst the postmodern accounts of supervision some attention is paid to the matter
of power. For example, Fine and Turner (1997), Bobele et al. (1995, 1997) and White
(1997) have all pointed to the ways in which the supervision space is itself subject to
the practices of normalising judgement. White’s work stands out for its attention to
the effects of professional culture on therapists. As I have noted, he suggested that in
bringing concerns to supervision therapists are subject to the kinds of internalising
self-judgements that produce problems for clients. In response to this problem, White
suggested that narrative consultation should mirror the practices of narrative therapy
by deconstructing “negative truths of identity” and “renegotiat[ing] meaning in regard
to the many events of therapy” (1997, p.151). As well, White paid attention to the
power relation between counsellor and supervisor, arguing that, because of the
payment for service and the privilege of consultation, the power relation of
supervision should be acknowledged rather than obscured as it is, for instance, in the
adoption of a term like co-vision. White’s points, about professional self-judgement
and about the power relation of supervision, will be critical to the argument I make in
this thesis about how supervisor responsibility might be understood. My interest is in
a supervision that takes responsibility for the ethical production of power. Fine and
Turner pointed to the value of transparency, open dialogue about power relations and
attention to the sites of its production. They suggested that in such practices, “the

power hierarchy is tempered, not eliminated” (p.234).

Concerned with managing both the ethical production of power and their
responsibilities as academics in evaluation and accreditation, Flemons, Green, and

Rambo (1996) asked some important questions about the ethics of evaluation within a
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postmodern framework. Although their focus was on the evaluation of counselling
students and was more directly concerned with matters of academic assessment than
with the supervision practice that is my focus, their arguments are useful in this
present context. They suggested that "ethical decisions ... are neither subjective nor
objective, but relational” (p.45, original emphasis). I understand them to be arguing
that ethical decisions in counselling, in supervision and in assessment are processes
that are available for dialogising: the realities of our practices are to be negotiated in
practices of respectful relation in the local contexts in which they occur. A similar
point is made by Stewart and Amundson: “fairness, justice and ethics are struggle”
(1995, p.73, original emphasis). Ethical practice, in supervision and for counselling,
is an ongoing process of relational negotiation, and a task at which counsellor and
supervisor work (and struggle) together, mindful of the practices of power in which

they are engaged.

Group and team supervision practices

Most of these commentaries on postmodern applications in supervision are provided
by those whose background has been family therapy and social work. There is
significance in the cultural context of this professional group, for already practices
such as live supervision (Hardy, 1993; Lambert, 1989/90) and team supervision have
produced a supervision practice that is familiar with more diversity a