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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the effects of Creative Writing exercises on student writer
subjectivities. It explores the hypothesis that an encounter with enigmatic Creative
Writing exercises can facilitate a shift in students’ relation to their writing, or their
writer subjectivity.

The study used a methodology informed by Lacanian psychoanalytic ideas. Data was
generated through an “experiment” course: an intervention of six sessions especially
for this research with five volunteer participants, Creative Writing students from a
UK higher institution. In addition, free-associative one-to-one interviews were
carried out before and after the intervention. Lacanian theory informed the attempt
to maintain ambiguity in both the exercises and in the researcher’s enigmatic stance
throughout the intervention.

The analysis proposes the concept of writing fantasy as a formalized structure that
orients a writer’s spoken and written discourse about her writing. Using the
(emergent) structure of fantasy in the participants’ texts and interviews, the analysis
chapters explore the participants’ writing fantasies and how the research project
shifted or added to their fantasy, thus affecting the structure of their writer
subjectivity. The outcome of the analysis suggests that writing fantasies can be
shifted, at least momentarily, through the exercises. The analysis, however, also
indicates that fantasies do not shift easily; the interpretation of the setting and/or
the exercises’ instructions as threatening to a participant’s writer subjectivity
seemed to impede the shift.

The design of the research with pre and post interviews and an intervention aimed
at disrupting or shifting fantasmatic attachments constitutes an approach to
exploring fantasy that has not previously been explored in the field of Psychosocial
Studies. The thesis also constitutes an original contribution to the field of Creative
Writing Studies in the way it conceptualizes learning in relation to the inherent
assumptions in writer-students’ spoken and written discourse. More specifically, it
provides an initial knowledge-base for the pedagogical and psychosocial function of
Creative Writing exercises used in Creative Writing pedagogy.
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Chapter 1

A Writer’s Fantasy of Unbecoming Writing

1.1 My writing/teaching fantasy

Other than themselves

In 2008, | started teaching a Creative Writing workshop for a local Women'’s
Organization in Thessaloniki, Greece. The workshop was conducted in Greek and all
of my students were female, aged from 30 to 60, some without any formal university
education.

Being a graduate of the Warwick Writing Programme in the UK and a poet-
writer’, | had already had the opportunity to witness and practise a variety of
Creative Writing teaching styles or pedagogies. In the Creative Writing workshops in
Thessaloniki, | used some Creative Writing exercises or games, not entirely aware of
their purpose, because | had enjoyed them myself as a writer and because my
previous mentors had recommended them. For example, | presented my students
with an exercise “Write about this.” The “this” would be an object, which | would
usually place in the middle of the group of students; e.g. the object could be a
candle. In class, | would write along with my students. After the writing session we
would all read and comment on each other’s work. The aim of the discussion was

not to make our writing “better”?

but with a view to get reactions and comments, to
see what “effect” what we wrote had on each other in terms of the interpretation of
the exercise’s request. As classes went by some of my students were surprised with
themselves and with the fact that they could write in ways they thought were closed
or blocked to them, in ways that were ‘other than myself’ or ‘not like myself’ — this
being a repeated phraseology in what they said. They seemed to think this writing

was unbecoming of or unsuited to the writer identity they thought had. | am aware

Ll am a writer if | may pronounce and therefore by enunciation make myself, or
through my fellow students’ and tutors’ confirmations and via a publication in one
literary magazine to that date...

2Throughout the thesis, | use double quotes for highlighting or defining words by
me, and single quotes for words/phrases used by other authors and my participants.
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here that writing with them might have helped them feel different about how they
wrote too.

This “not writing like oneself,” that is like not the writer one expects oneself
to be, made me very curious about the use of such “ambiguous” Creative Writing
exercises, and by extension, about the act and process of writing in the Creative
Writing classroom.

Considering that | was not directing the students to particular assumptions
about what they should write, we might call this pedagogy an ambiguous pedagogy
of writing. | call such a pedagogy “ambiguous” because it does not exactly dictate
what is supposed to be written or learnt — yet for each individual, depending on the
interpretation of the exercise or my stance, there is an element which guides what
they write or what they say about what they write. One cannot separate teacher-
stance from the tool of the pedagogy: the Creative Writing exercise. An ideology of
writing is always embodied in the praxis of writing and in its pedagogy as a stance.

Another factor in this setting is that | did not evaluate my students’ writing as
good or bad at the time. | must admit that sometimes | thought it might have been
considered ‘bad,” according to some, perhaps elitist, aesthetic norms or standards. |
tried to keep such opinions to myself and work with how they developed their
writing in different avenues that they had not tried. For example, if someone tried to
write in description for the first time after writing always in monologues, | would not
comment on how they would be able to further improve their description. | would
ask them to talk about the experience of trying this method out and tell me about it
in general.

My interest in the students’ responses about their feeling of “Otherness” led
me to the decision to do a PhD. | became very curious about Creative Writing
exercises and began to look for relevant reading on their use in the pedagogy of
Creative Writing. | did not find any research that confirmed or discussed such
experiences of feeling “Other than oneself” or “Unlike Oneself” in relation to
engaging with exercises in the literature back in 2010. The more | read about
Creative Writing pedagogies the more curious | became about exploring the
operation of these seemingly famous and yet so under-researched pedagogic tools:

the Creative Writing exercises.



On a reflexive note, | am aware that wanting to research about “writing
exercises,” might represent my desire to write, (if that desire can ever be
articulated), to become other than my(that)self. I heard my students’ comments and
focused on that particular aspect of what they told me about their engagement with
the exercises. | cannot say | knew who | was to be-come at the start of this journey,
nor will this self attempt to put in words here how it has changed that self
personally, (if the past and the present subjctivities we think we have can be thought
of as separate!) as | do not believe in linear narratives when it comes to (writer)
subjectivity. In fact, the narratives of change/shift in writer subjectivity about my
participants provided in this thesis are only partial narratives of the represented shift
or of the subjectivity of my students, as | do not think that it is possible to represent
the Real® complexity of the (writer) psyche into a thesis*; My hope is that this thesis
will provide a new way of understanding aspects of this complexity from a
psychosocial point of view, not in a psychopathological sense.

In the rest of the chapter | will present an initial discussion of the context and
debates of Creative Writing in higher education (1.2), a more specific context for the
approach | have adopted in this research, which can be positioned within Lacanian
conceptions of Creative Writing pedagogy (1.3), a summary of this research and its
argument (1.4), a note on researcher stance (1.5) and an overview of the structure of

the thesis (1.6).

1.2 Creative Writing in Higher Education: context and debates
The issue of pedagogy in Creative Writing is important beyond my own

teaching. Accounts in the Creative Writing Studies literature about the historical

emergence of Creative Writing as a subject in Higher Education in the UK, the US and

3 By “Real” here | refer to Lacan’s register of the Real, a psychic platform to describe
our experience of the world before using language, and beyond language, put simply
here. The Real signifies what cannot be represented by language and also what has
not yet been verbalized. | explain this term in Chapter 4.

4 One might approximate it; for that | have poetry; or maybe the latter statement is a
defense for not being a “traditional” academic writer; or the academic writer is the
part | no longer exclude from my writer subjectivity.

10



Australia are interlocked with conceptions of Literature” or Literary Studies and
understandings of the writer’s position in society and the academy. These
understandings influence how Creative Writing has been conceived, how it has been
taught and the type of research that constitutes its relevant knowledge. | argue here
that examining accounts of the historical emergence of Creative Writing reveals the
interweaving of social, economical and political factors in the complex frame that
has given rise to practices of Creative Writing pedagogy. In spite of the variety of
conceptualizations of its pedagogies, Creative Writing’s inherent assumptions are
still a largely unexplored area.

In the UK Creative Writing has been presented as a practice alongside
university Literary Studies, linked to cultures of writing outside the university and as
a continuation of a subject taught since antiquity. Creative Writing has been linked
to literary study in some accounts of its emergence; for instance, according to
Wandor (2008), the purpose of the MA at the University of East Anglia founded by
Malcolm Bradbury in 1970 was to ‘combine the reading and study of literature with
its writing’ (p.9). The undergraduate degree at the University of Middlesex under the
title ‘Writing and Publishing’ in 1991-92 (ibid, p. 8-9) was based on Susana Gladwin’s
opinion that the students were distant from the authors in literature they were
studying (ibid, p. 9).

On another level, Harper (2012, p.10-1), referring to records of poets and
writers studying at the University of Oxford from 1500 to 1600, has emphasized that
Creative Writing may have been something learnt through the study of grammar or
history in British Universities, even before it was named ‘Creative Writing.” O’Rourke
(2005) and Wandor (2008) have also brought attention to practices of writing as an
activity that was already happening in community groups but which later became
institutionalized. Moreover, Creative Writing has been linked historically to the
Classical times, when writing was taught. Morley (2007) has argued that Creative
Writing is a practice that was taught even before it was named ‘Creative Writing’

(e.g. by the Classics, Aristotle’s Poetics). These brief examples of accounts of Creative

5The term “Literature” with a capital “L” is used here to denote works of Literature —
as art, and with a lower case “I” literature will denote papers written in the field
about its practice and theory.
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Writing’s historical emergence already indicate that the understanding of the subject
is dependent on the values privileged in the study of writing, e.g. literary study,
language and rhetoric or contribution to the community.

Narratives about the historical emergence of Creative Writing in the US also
indirectly contain political undertones about the role of the writer in society and the
academy. For example, Dawson (2005, p.48) argues the emergence of Creative
Writing was the result of the struggle ‘between scholars and critics in the early part
of the twentieth century.” Dewitt (2012, p.17) argues that Creative Writing as a

”

taught subject arose from ‘an American “school without walls,”” which comprised
writers getting together discussing their work and the characteristics of work they
admired. He explains that the subject arose from an interest to establish the short
story as a genre by critics and to create ‘how-to’ handbooks in order to develop a
consensus on the short story by writers (ibid, p.18).

Creative Writing’s appearance as a taught subject has also been linked to the
teaching of composition at US universities and to the influence of Progressive
Education. Myers (1996) has argued that the first origins of Creative Writing came in
the 1880s at Harvard where an advanced composition course run by Barret Wendell
had elements that are considered to belong to Creative Writing (in Wandor 2008,
p.36). This similarity of elements is traced by Wandor (2008) to the ‘technical study
of language’ (ibid, p.36). She links this to ‘argumentation, rhetoric, etymology [...]
logic, elocution, etc.” (ibid, p.35). She explains that the common elements taught in
Composition and in Creative Writing may be due to the teaching of rhetoric, and the
emphasis given to the Classics in the 1880s in the US universities (ibid, p.35). This
affected the way in which Literature was taught (p.35). Similar to the argument
posed by Harper in the UK, in US literature Creative Writing has been recognized as
something that existed before it was named as such in the universities also. For
example, ‘The Art of the Short Story’ was offered at the University of Chicago, the
exact course is not mentioned (DeWitt 2012, p. 18).

There are also debates about whether Creative Writing is more indebted to
‘self-expression’ or to literary criticism. Wandor (2008, p.36) notes links between
the emergence of Creative Writing and the Progressive Education Foundation, a

movement that focused on children’s self-expression as a way to learn. Myers (2012)

12



criticizes Creative Writing’s subjectivist ethos whilst Dawson (2005) has highlighted
Creative Writing’s indebtedness to literary and cultural theory. The arguments by
Myers and Dawson reflect the blurred boundaries between “self-expression” and
“canonical influence,” dependent on the conceptions of these terms and their
relation to the histories of Creative Writing.

Creative Writing might be seen as a reaction of individuals and groups to
political and social events, and more specifically-locally as both a troubling and
enhancement of the practice of Literary Studies and criticism. For instance, in
initiating a historical narrative about Creative Writing as a subject in higher
education in Australia, Dawson (2005) lists various reasons why Creative Writing
after the 1960s especially proliferated in the US. One of these reasons is, for
instance, a disappointment of writers in the community by the movement of writers
into the university: the ‘disenchantment of writers’ mass movement into university’
(ibid, p.121). Relating, thus, the rise of Creative Writing in Australia to multiple
groups of people in social, commercial and educational institutions, Dawson (2005,
p.125) argues that the rise of Creative Writing in Australia has been less
homogenous than in the US and the UK. He attributes this to the variety and inter-
disciplinarity that characterizes Creative Writing degrees in Australia. The wide range
of disciplinary connections presented in the well-known journal for Creative Writing
studies TEXT, based in Australia, is a testament to this aspect of Creative Writing in
Australia.

This complex frame of Creative Writing’s historical development is linked
with how it has been taught. Internationally and in the UK, the conceptualization of
Creative Writing knowledge and skills has been the focus of debate, especially during
the last decade. For example, in the UK, during the period of 2000-2013, Creative
Writing in Higher Education, has been presented as an ambivalently distinct
discipline from Literary Studies in educational reports by the English Subject Centre,
the Committee of Higher Education and The National Association of Writers in
Education (NAWE). It has been presented as both accepting its links to the Literature
and language departments and recognizing its potential to branch out individually
and into other disciplines (Holland et al 2003; NAWE and Higher Education

Committee 2008; Munden 2013). The form of delivery that has remained dominant,
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presented as both progressive and traditional in its conception, is the ‘workshop’:
the preferred methodology of teaching Creative Writing (ibid). Finally, the
discipline’s understanding of its research (e.g. Munden 2013) and its relation to the
market economy has recently begun to acquire more systematic attention (Hecq
2012a), examining the intersections of Creative Writing practice with: research
methods, other disciplines such as dance, visual arts, neuroscience (Donnelly 2012;
Kroll and Harper 2013; Donnelly and Harper 2013), and the shifting values of
creativity in the economy (Hecq 2012a).

The continuously evolving and multi-faceted conception of Creative Writing
both as a practice and as a subject in Higher Education is evident in the different
ways in which major proponents in the field have defined it. For example, Harper
(2008, p.1) has likened Creative Writing to its sibling arts: studio art, music, drama,
dance, visual arts implying that, like the other arts, it can be taught. Dawson (2005),
in proposing a rethinking of Creative Writing pedagogy, has also been concerned
with legitimising Creative Writing as a discipline with establishing a method of
teaching that is more engaged with social problems, rather than art for art’s sake.
Wandor (2008, p.7) has proposed that ‘Creative Writing is a mode of imaginative
thought,” in line with her argument that Creative Writing must be paired with the
study of literature and should not just be practice-based. Finally, Morley and Brophy
refer to Creative Writing as:

“a pursuit of creativity,” which can free writers from the
traditional and established genres of the “recent modernist
literary canon” — novels, plays and poems — and thus from
concepts of authorship as an elitist and solitary practice (Brophy
1998, p.34).

Both authors suggest there is an aim to go beyond what is already
established: ‘an act of stripping familiarity from the world about us, allowing us to
see what custom has blinded us to’ (Morley 2007, p.9).

This perspective is supported by Pelletier and Jarvis’ analysis of the
‘paradoxical pedagogy of Creative Writing’ (2013, p.1-4). They have argued that
Creative Writing in principle can be an emancipating practice, as it is based on the

knowledge of the students, not on what the teacher knows, but that the current
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pedagogies used to teach it have inherent assumptions, which ‘stultify’ the potency
of emancipatory potential of Creative Writing (ibid).

As a writer, | have been interested in practicing and teaching Creative Writing
in all of the above ways. However, | am mostly interested in the definition provided
by Morley and Brophy, and the “critique” provided by Pelletier and Jarvis. As a
writer-teacher and writer-student | think it allows the possibility for an expanded
horizon of conceptions of Creative Writing. Their definitions of the study, practice
and act of Creative Writing acquire a political tone, in terms of art effecting a shift in
ways of thinking about the world, the society and ourselves. Consequently, then, if
an art is supposed to go beyond established traditions, and help us question and be
“aware” of our being in the day-to-day society, its pedagogy must allow for such art

to emerge.

1.3. Lacanian Conceptions of Creative Writing Pedagogy
A specific mode of awareness is produced in the symbolic space of a Lacanian

psychoanalytic session in a way that can also be productive for thinking about
writing and its pedagogies. Lacanian theory has been used to explore writing and its
pedagogies in in terms of: a) its common stance with Surrealism as a practice of
creativity (Brophy 1998); and b) its model of subjectivity as a platform for teaching
writing that is emancipatory or ethical (Bracher 1999; Harris 2003, Hecq 2009, 2013).
The former way of thinking about Creative Writing constructs an argument that
Creative Writing constitutes a form of study or social activity that goes against
intellectual complacency (Brophy 1998, p.207). It seeks to construct a re-
conceptualization of creativity as resistance in relation Creative Writing as a practice
(ibid, p.206-239). The latter way of using Lacanian theory and pedagogies of writing
is focused more on the ways in which a shift of self and/or practice of writing might
emerge though use of Lacanian theory in the pedagogy of writing.

Brophy (1998) in his exploration of notions of creativity and their relation to
particular influential discourses has traced common ground between principles of
Surrealism and Lacanian theory. He has argued that there are resonances between

the ways in which the Surrealists conceptualized the writer and the process of
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writing and the way Lacan conceptualized the analysand and the process of free-
association in analysis (ibid, p.99 and p.169). ‘Free-association’ is defined in Brophy
(1998, p.99) as ‘thoughts [spoken] [...] in an uncritical flow’ (Freud 1900 in Brophy,
p.169). Lacanian analysis, in particular, foregrounds the significance of the analyst’s
focus on ambiguities in the analysand’s speech, to support the production of free
associations. Brophy (ibid, p.169) argues that the experience of language produced
in this approach to psychoanalysis is similar to the experience of automatic writing
invented by the Surrealist movement in Literature. Automatic writing in the
Surrealist movement constituted one of the main anchors to produce “surrealist
writing” (ibid, p.143) as it was based on producing an artwork on an ‘arbitrary
impetus’ — something that would initiate the production of something ‘surreal’ or
‘outlandish’ (ibid, p.143-4). Both of these processes, free-association, facilitated
through a focus on ambiguity, and automatic writing, facilitated by an arbitrary
impetus, might be understood as ‘a Creative Writing exercise’ that supports the
production of spontaneous associations (ibid, p.168). In a similar way, this research
emerges from my interest in the ambiguity of the instructions of Creative Writing
exercises and what might be produced out of it.

Lacanian theory has also been used to inform pedagogical endeavours in
writing. It has been employed in attempts to conceptualize a pedagogy that does not
suppress students’ desires and is emancipating (e.g. Bracher 1999, Berman 1996;
Felman 1982; Hecq 2009; 2013). For example, Bracher (1999) has constructed a
possible articulation of a Lacanian psychoanalytic pedagogy for writing at college or
graduate level (in the US). He has suggested that a psychoanalytic understanding of
the writing subject (referring to the “person” as a construct here) may help in
identifying ‘writing problems’ related to ‘unconscious hidden forces,” suggesting the
sources of these problems and ways in which these conflicts of identity may be
resolved (1999, p1). Bracher (ibid, p.25) bases this explanation of the writing subject
on a model of the ‘conflicted subject.” His basic proposition drawn from Lacanian
theory is that the subject is divided. He explains that what we think are our “own”
intentions and how we relate to the intentions that we ‘misrecognize’ and consider
Other (ibid, p.24) represents an invisible discrepancy between what we “truly desire”

and what we think we desire.

16



Based on this model of subjectivity, there is an incongruence between what
we truly desire and what we “do.” Put simply, Bracher (ibid, p.24) argues that we can
identify in students’ texts ways in which these conflicts of identity may produce
problems in writing assignments. He has suggested, in line with rules for composition
writing, a series of forms of defenses that might appear in the writings of students
(p.68-124). Bracher extends a model of ‘writing cure’ drawn from the model of
‘talking cure’ in psychoanalysis (ibid, p.188). The model’s main principle is promoting
an ‘avowal of unconscious desire’ (ibid, p.188) using aspects from a Lacanian
psychoanalyst’s stance towards the person in analysis. An understanding of these
unacknowledged elements of identity may bring about new ways of writing about a
subject.

Partially drawing on some aspects of Bracher’s Lacanian inspired pedagogy
and Lacanian theory more broadly, Dominique Hecq (2009; 2013) has also suggested
a model of pedagogy and a particular use of psychoanalytic theory to enhance
students’ Creative Writing practice. She reviews, for instance, Bracher’s suggestions
for an ethical pedagogy (2009). This pedagogy is not based on providing ‘master
signifiers,” key identifications for the student to use (ibid). She has proposed,
instead, a model of ‘interactive narrative pedagogy’ (2009) — promoting ‘a
methodology of active consciousness’ (2013a, p.185), highlighting an active
engagement with being reflexive about one’s writing practice. This pedagogy is
linked to the ‘discourse of the analyst’'— a stance that aims not to impose the
teacher’s (the analyst’s) desire on the student (analysand) (2009). In her course
‘Writing the Unconscious’ she explored ‘immersion’ in theory about the unconscious
and subjectivity along with speed-writing exercises to explore students’ assumptions
about writing and subjectivity (2013, p.187). Hecq (2013) has found that this method
of free-association through ‘speed-writing’ along with an active engagement with
theory, and ‘the conscious analysis of the creative process’ has shifted the style of
some students, ‘sometimes in quite dramatic ways’ (Ibid, p.190). Her analysis of this
pedagogic approach resonates with my own experience with my students in
Thessaloniki, and thus with the focus of this research.

All of the above authors have taken up the metaphor of the Lacanian analytic

space and considered its productivity in relation to thinking about the process of
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writing and its pedagogies. Brophy (1998) has considered the similarity of the
experience of language by the analysand in the case of free-association in analysis
and in free-associating in automatic writing. Bracher (1999) has suggested the use of
a Lacanian psychoanalytic pedagogy, which draws its potential of emancipating
influence from an analyst’s stance (p.152, and p.192) in order to help writing
students recognize and overcome obstacles in their writing. Hecq (2009; 2013) has
extended Bracher’s ideas into the pedagogy of Creative Writing both on
undergraduate and postgraduate teaching by suggesting ‘an interactive narrative
model of pedagogy’ and ‘active consciousness’ of the teacher-writer in order to help
students learn ethically, trying to avoid eliciting in them the desire to please their
writer-teachers.

The exploration of this thesis is interested in considering the ambiguity of
“aesthetic” experiences of Creative Writing exercises, their relation to an enigmatic
setting such as the space of a Lacanian analysis, and the possibility that they might
bring about shifts in students’ writer subjectivities. | am also interested in exploring
these exercises to attempt to conceptualize moments of Otherness, or repudiated
elements in students’ writing practice, relevant to Bracher’s work (1999).
Furthermore, | hope that this exploration will contribute to the new space that Hecq

has opened up (2009; 2013; 2014) of an ethical pedagogy of writing.

1.4 A summary of this Research and Argument
This research was designed to investigate the effects of Creative Writing exercises on

students’ writer subjectivities/identities. In order to do this, a six-week experiment
course was constructed in which participants, five students on an undergraduate
Creative Writing degree, were presented with six consecutive Creative Writing
exercises. In each class, students were presented with one exercise and given a set
time to write to the exercise. At the end of the set time, they were given the
opportunity to read and discuss their texts. Each participant was interviewed before
the course started and again at the end of the course. The initial, unstructured
interviews were intended to elicit their views about writing in general, and about

their own writing practice. In the final interview, participants were asked about their
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experience of the research setting, their engagement with the experiment course,
and their feelings about the texts that they had produced. Additionally, the
interviews provided a basis for comparison of students’ accounts of their practice
with their actual practice/engagement with the exercises.

The thesis also contains an inherent methodological exploration into the use
of some aspects of a Lacanian analyst’s stance within the interviews, in the
facilitation of the experiment course and in the analysis of participants’ spoken and
written discourse about writing.

The main research question from which this research began was: What are
the effects, if any, of Creative Writing exercises on students’ writer subjectivities?

This main question generated the following question about Creative Writing
exercises:
* What Creative Writing (knowledge) is taught through the use of Creative

Writing exercises (ambiguous writing instructions in class) in the teaching of

Creative Writing?

An inherent research question related to the wider field of social science was

also later produced:

* How might we transfer the relation of communication between (Lacanian)
analyst and analysand to the construction of psychosocial research
interviews, to the facilitation of Creative Writing pedagogies, and to the

analysis of data arising from this researcher stance?

The argument of this thesis relates to both Creative Writing Studies and
Psychosocial Studies. Firstly, | argue that it is possible to trace a writing fantasy in the
spoken and written discourse of writer-students. A writing fantasy is a fantasmatic
scenario followed in how students talk about their writing practice and how they
symbolically articulate this fantasy in the composition of their texts, thus
unconsciously enacting their writer subjectivity. This argument relates to my initial
interest in exploring the kinds of knowledge about the writing that might limit

writers to a specific remit of writing, thus setting a limit on their writer subjectivity.
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Therefore, the concept of writing fantasy might be thought of as a pedagogical and
methodological tool with which to explore the kinds of knowledge internalized and
assumed by writer-students.

Secondly, the analysis of the texts, produced by the participants of this research,
and of their interviews, seemed to indicate that the sequence of these six exercises,
potentially in combination with the ambiguity of the research setting’s stance might
provide a space where writer-students can explore, disrupt and/or expand their
writing fantasies, and thus their writer subjectivity. This may be possible as they
elicit their identifications and repudiations of elements in their practice of Creative
Writing, which obstruct and/or facilitate their learning of Creative Writing. At the
same time, the analysis of the participants’ responses to the experiment course
specifically set up to enable a shift in the students’ subjectivities also indicated how
difficult it is to shift writing fantasies. This thesis suggests particular directions with
regards how Creative Writing knowledge is produced depending on the stance of the
pedagogue-writer and the writer subjectivity espoused-constructed by the writer-
student.

Thirdly, constructing a relation to the field of Psychosocial Studies®, this
thesis builds an inherent argument for an exploration of the research process
through using aspects from the position of Lacanian analyst in the clinic. This
position has engaged a specific mode of reflexivity in terms of interacting with the
research participants, producing an Other kind of data; using a diary as a repository
for the researcher’s responses and affects that might otherwise have been imposed
either in the conduct of the course or in the analysis of the data. By “reflexivity,”
then, | mean the particular focus which Lacanian theory places on working with the
Symbolic register (explained further in Chapter 4), which is a platform of
understanding/experiencing the world through a focus on the materiality of
language, the Law of the Letter. Put simply here, considering the Law of the Letter
means considering the symbolic relations of linguistic signifiers, not interpreting the

motivations or meanings behind these signifiers. This thesis provides an inherent

® The field of Psychosocial Studies contains a niche concerned with the use of
psychoanalytic theory in the process of social research. | review this field in chapter
3.
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additional insight into the use of psychoanalysis in social research, by exploring the
use of Lacanian psychoanalytic techniques for the construction of an open,
unstructured interview, the facilitation of a Creative Writing class and the suggestion
of interpretations about the data.

The particular use of the Lacanian analyst stance in this thesis provides
methodological (in terms of research) and pedagogical (in terms of teaching)
suggestions, wondering about the ways in which the desire of the Other, as
researcher or pedagogue, might avoid placing its demand on the research
participant or writer-student. This notion of not placing one’s demand on the writer-
student has further ethical and political implications in terms of teaching one how to

create art. This will be addressed further in the conclusion.

1.5 Note on researcher stance
In this thesis, | have attempted to construct and explore a Lacanian researcher

stance, using some of the psychoanalytic techniques a Lacanian analyst uses with
their analysand in clinic, to research the knowledge productions produced in this
particular Creative Writing pedagogy context. The fixing of such a stance, from a
Lacanian viewpoint, might be thought to assume some sort of faith in a symbolic
guarantee of meaning. By symbolic guarantee of meaning, | mean, for instance,
placing a faith in the Lacanian vocabulary for explaining (away) the complexities of
(creative) writing and writers’ processes.

For this reason, throughout this thesis, | attempt to maintain a playful stance
with regards the knowledge this thesis has produced, attempting not to speak the
discourse of the Master, (or University ... as much as that is possible in a PhD thesis).
Briefly, the Master’s or the University’s discourse are Lacanian conceptions of the
social bond that texts/articulations (either via speech or actions) produce in their act
of communication (Bracher 1994). On a reductive note, the Master’s discourse is a
specific condition of communication: assuming to speak from a place of absolute
authority and expertise. The university discourse also contains the place of absolute
authority, though it is different from the Master’s discourse, because it implies an

illusionary leeway that its authority is not absolute (Fink, 2004). An example of this
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illusionary leeway is that for example a PhD is an original contribution to knowledge,
which, however, must be articulated in rigid, already established regulations, so as
not to risk its misrecognition and failure.

| maintain a Lacanian stance when it comes to the lack of words signifying the
Real of our existence; that there is always a gap between what is represented and
what is felt or invoked, either written or read. The lack in the Other in Lacanian
terms lies in the scenario that the Other is not really what forms our desire but our
own imagined sense of what the Other might request from us. Whether this Other is
language or academic writing, recognizing its lack might present a good opportunity
to explore our need for the Other to be a symbolic guarantee of meaning. This
recognition maybe gives us or | the opportunity to stand on “myself” beyond the
phallic jouissance in a jouissance that rests beyond the law of the letter.’

| construct this playfulness in two ways: by punctuating the narrative of this
thesis (not systematically) with Ettinger’s vocabulary (2002; 2006) (a contemporary
post-Lacanian psychoanalyst and theorist) and by maintaining a speculative stance
towards my arguments in the analyses of the data, thus troubling and enhancing my
Lacanian-adopted researcher stance.

In addition, even though | use Lacanian psychoanalytic theory to describe the
operation via which writer subjectivity is constituted in spoken and written
discourse, this does not preclude that this operation can be described in other
substituting terms. Both loosening and enhancing the fantasy of Creative Writing
education and Psychosocial Studies’ research objectives, what remains is the
quotient of viewing the particular pedagogy of Creative Writing exercises and the
frame of the project as an Other way to describe the processes of knowledge

production in research and in Creative Writing pedagogy.

71 am hinting at feminine jouissance here, which has been formulated by Lacan as a
pleasure that is beyond pursuing a fantasy, beyond objet a, (the relic that reminds us
of phallic jouissance and fuels our pursuit of fantasy, fantasy forming who we think
we are put very simply here) (Fink 2004, p.159).
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Moreover, from my own Imaginary® understanding of what researcher
identity | want to construct in this thesis, even though | recognize that a PhD thesis is
meant to exemplify expertise within a small field of new knowledge, | wish to fix and
unfix, to play with my positioning through my thesis creation, embracing my hybrid
identity of creative writer and social scientist. This identity is also a statement about

the potency of recognizing the insecure edifices of knowledge.

1.6 Overview of the Structure of the thesis
This chapter began with the personal scenario that produced the research interest of

this thesis. | continued with a broader rationale of the study in relation to the
context of Creative Writing in higher education. | then referred to other authors in
the field of Creative Writing or Composition Studies, who have used Lacanian theory
to conceptualize the act of writing and its pedagogies, to begin to contextualize my
interest in taking a Lacanian perspective in this study. | finished with introducing
briefly an account of this research, its questions, argument and a note on researcher
stance.

Chapters 2 and 3 present the two fields of research that provide a context for
this research, and to which it aims to contribute. Chapter 2 is a review of Creative
Writing Studies. It presents the three strands within the literature on the
learning/practicing of Creative Writing. Creative Writing defined in relation to
Literature, Creative Writing defined in relation to a shift in self or Creative Writing,
and Creative Writing as an object of research. Chapter 3 is a review of the use of
psychoanalysis in psychosocial studies. To make this exploration possible, the third
chapter considers the ways in which psychoanalytic theory has been used in the
domain of social studies, either in the process of data generation or analysis,
constructing the rationale for using Lacanian theory in the process of data
generation, as well as the process of data analysis.

Chapter 4 presents an architecture of the concept of Lacanian fantasy and

research questions are multiplied. It develops this architecture through an account

8 This term is elaborated in Chapter 4. Put very simply here, by Imaginary | refer to
Lacan’s register of Imaginary, a psychic platform of the subject’s experience of
reality, which uniquely colours the way in which we associate meanings to things.
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of the Lacanian registers of Real, Symbolic and Imaginary, Lacan’s conceptualisation
of desire as Other and language in the processes of separation and alienation, the
production of the Master Signifier and objet a and how these relate to the concept
of fantasy, its formation and potential for shift. The research questions are
formulated at the end of this chapter using conceptual vocabulary drawn from the
previous theoretical exposition.

Chapter 5 is an account of the research design and methods used to
investigate the research questions with a methodological theoretical discussion. Its
first part presents the descriptive account of the research process. The second part
provides a theoretical explanation of the ways in which the stance of the Lacanian
analyst was explored and employed in the interviews, the facilitation of classes and
the analysis of the data and a discussion of the emergent ethical implications.

The sixth, seventh and eighth chapters present the analysis of the data
produced, (the texts produced and submitted to the exercises, the interviews of the
participants and their overall engagement with the setting). In summary, the analysis
chapters trace the operation of the Lacanian fantasy as an organizing principle
represented by master signifiers, (nodal points around which meaning is organized)
within the spoken and written discourse of creative writers. For each student
participant in this study, a specific formula of fantasy, a fantasmatic scenario, which
makes their identification with a particular writer subjectivity possible, has been
traced in their spoken (interview) and written (texts) discourse. This scenario is
representative of internalized techniques or ideas that the research participants
have about Creative Writing and themselves as creative writers.

More specifically, chapter 6 is a presentation of three case studies
foregrounding the operation of Lacanian fantasy in writer subjectivity using
instances from the participants’ in texts and interviews. Chapter 7 is a
methodological exploration of the Lacanian concept of jouissance’ in relation to

writer subjectivity enunciated in speech and in writing, looking at spaces of

9 Defined here minimally as the primordial experience of an enjoyment before
entering language and becoming subjects, in the “creation myth” provided in
Lacanian theory as to how we begin to understand ourselves as separate individuals
with an identity.
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disarticulation in the participants’ interviews or texts, insinuating a momentary
aphanisis (disappearance) of their writer subjectivity in speech, pointing to excluded
aspects of their self, which make their writerly identifications tenable.

Chapter 8 is an overview of the engagement of all of the participants with
each exercise. An exploration of the instructions of these six exercises and an
overview of the participants’ overall engagement with each exercise are presented. |
explain how each of the exercises’ instructions may have produced
stylistical/compositional features in the participants’ writing unrelated to their
fantasy and/or particular features of collective writer fantasies, with which the
exercises seem to have interfered or constructed.

Chapter 9, the concluding chapter, draws out the major contributions of this
thesis to the fields of Creative Writing and Psychosocial Studies, recapitulating and

expanding the main argument of this research.

Note on the writing of this thesis:
This thesis is inter-disciplinary, drawing from the fields of Creative Writing

and Psychosocial Studies. Thus, the writing of the analysis chapters also proposes
inherently a new space of writing about the knowledge produced through Creative
Writing pedagogies and in the research process in social sciences. Keeping a balance
between the social or academic genre and the more playful aspects in my style of
writing throughout this thesis has been a demanding task for me as my writing
education came from an English Literature and Creative Writing (B.A.) and Classics
(M.A) background. My own writer subjectivity may have shifted to contain unknown

Other parts in the writing of this thesis too.

n.b. | privilege the use of “her” and “she” in my references to subjects in this thesis
in general. At times, | break this custom with a rare “he.” Also, | often use the
singular “they” or plural “their” to avoid using “he” or “she.”

oan

| reiterate here that | use double quote (“”) to refer to my own words or to put
words in “question,” and single quotes (“) for the words of other authors and my

participants.
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Chapter 2

Conceptions of Creative Writing Studies in the literature

2.1 Creative Writing today
Conceptions of Creative Writing and its pedagogies are shaped by understandings of

Literature and conceptions of the writer and the act of writing, and their function in
society. Literature and works of literary value have increasingly been affected by
their commodity function, their “literariness” assessed by a combination of “experts”
in the publishing industry and the “literary culture” (denoting both writers within
and outside the academy).

Hecq (2012a, p.24-39) has pointed out that ‘creativity’ has now become a
term used by political rhetoric as the new resource to save the economic market,
thus putting ‘Creative Writing’ on the radar of ‘creative economy.” Dawson (2006,
p.29) suggests:

..there is an uneasy synergy between the language of the
corporate university and the rhetoric of “praxis” commonly
adopted to distinguish Creative Writing from Literary Studies, a
rhetoric which emphasizes the ability to do something rather
than simply to know something. This synergy is particularly
manifested in the enterprise of the Creative Industries, where
creativity itself is understood as a form of cultural capital in the
national economy.

This uneasy synergy is suggestive of the ways in which Creative Writing, like
any subject in the creative arts industry today, both clashes and fits with the
interests of a variety of inter-related groups of people: artists, academics, publishers,
government, etc. The picture of teaching Creative Writing in Higher Education is
complex, to say the least.

Different assumptions about what Creative Writing is and its function
construct different ideological and epistemological pictures of Creative Writing

(Studies) as an academic discipline in Higher Education. The aim of this chapter is to

present three distinct strands in the Creative Writing literature: the relation of
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Creative Writing (Subject or Studies)'® with Literature and with the self, which are
the two main ideological nexuses around which Creative Writing pedagogies have
been constituted, and the relation of Creative Writing to research.

The literature assuming the relationship of Creative Writing with Literature
constructs Creative Writing as a practice that can be learnt symbiotically with or
isolated from the study of Literature and Literary Criticism (e.g. Wandor 2008). The
literature concerning Creative Writing’s relation with the self has two sub-strands.
One establishes a relation to political theoretical frames of thinking, which are said
to enable a re-defining of writer-self and Creative Writing Studies (e.g. Haake 2012).
The other establishes a relation between the psychic self and its development
through writing, assuming a therapeutic potential in the process of writing (e.g. Hunt
2013). Moreover, Creative Writing has also been posited as an act of research in
itself (e.g. Kroll and Harper 2013), and as a discipline to be charted and explored (e.g.
May 2012).

The review of these three strands in the Creative Writing literature aims to

point to the margins of these areas, which my research hopes to address. These

margins are:
1) The Creative Writing knowledge produced through writing to
Creative Writing exercises in Creative Writing pedagogies,
2) The specificity of the shift in modes of writing in students’ texts
linked with their writer identity, and
3) Qualitative research about students’ Creative Writing texts.

2.2 Conceptual Bases of Creative Writing: Theories and Spaces of Literature and
Writers

It is possible to argue that theories and spaces of Literature and writers have

ultimately been concerned with evolving conceptions of “self-expression.” Theories

10 The study of Creative Writing as subject is interlinked with its scholarship and the
ideologies espoused about writing (studies). By “writing ideologies,” | mean here a
particular line of logic followed with regards the function of writing: e.g. we might
say that our practice is informed by the ideology that writing is an art-form that can
be used for raising political awareness or writing is an art that does not have to have
a specific purpose.
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of Literature construct the function of the literary works. They exemplify particular
characteristics of the writer’s relation to society (and to the academy). Romanticism
and New Criticism, two theories of Literature, which emerged as reactions to
Literature by writers, along with the development of Theory, texts from Cultural
Studies concerned with the politics of expression, are conceptual platforms from
which Creative Writing has drawn its influences. Equally influencing spaces of
Literature are the physical and conceptual topoi containing and expressing power
relations in the making of Literature. In Creative Writing Studies, the most discussed
space has been the workshop, a space created by writers for writers; it has become
the hallmark of Creative Writing, characterized by a love/hate relationship with the
academy (e.g. Ritter & Vanderslice 2007; Donnelly 2010), being the space of critics-
writers yet having originated as a space of writers (e.g. Dawson 2005).

The notion of self-expression, from a Romantic perspective, is connected
with writing as an expression of one’s imagination, and the writer’s inspiration by
nature. Romantic writing deals with a naturalized conception of the relation
between writer and nature.

Romanticism, an 18t century movement in Europe, has been linked to the
notions of genius and creative power accessible to anyone (Dawson 2005, p.28-29).
These notions have been associated with a conception of the writer being in touch
with her sensory experience, this experience being at one with expression through
language''. Dawson (2005, p.29) explains that Romanticism’s ‘agenda’ was with
reconceiving ‘imagination as creative faculty [...] superior to that of reason.” This
was part of an attack on the ‘mechanized and scientific view of society,’(ibid, p. 29),

»12

shifting the conception of art as ‘mimesis’ ™ (imitation) to art as ‘re-creation,’

concerned with the writer’s unique views of the world (ibid, p.29).

11 Interestingly, the concept of ‘creativity accessible to all’ became the symbol for
democracy and ‘capitalist productivity’, during the 1920s and 30s. Similarly, in a
post-industrial narrative, the ethos of a Creative Class, is an argued ‘force for
economic growth’ (Dawson, 2005, p. 46, see also Webb 2012 on a further critique).
This aspect of “artistic spirit,” then, by the name of “creativity” might be perceived
both as a mode of social expression and suppression.

2 The Ancient Greek connotations to ‘mimesis’ are a matter of debate, however.
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In the 1930s, self-expression became part of the Progressive Education
movement in America, which argued hat Creative Writing is a means of self-
expression for its own sake (Dawson 2005, p.40). In the Creative Writing literature,
the interpretations of ‘Romanticism’ provide varied understandings of the Romantic
notion of a writer, and therefore varied emphases on pedagogies, either embracing
the facilitating of talent (a term subject to interpretation) (e.g. Hawkins 2012) or
rejecting it as an illegitimate myth that confounds the purposes and the ‘seriousness’
of Creative Writing as an academic discipline (e.g. Wandor 2008). In the field of
Literary theory, Romanticism has been considered as an antecedent to New Criticism
(Waugh, 2006, p.168-9).

From a New Criticism perspective, “self-expression” is about usurping the
agency/capability of a writer to be also a critic, focusing on the inherent values of
the text (i.e. the elements of grammar, syntax, vocabulary) rather than historical or
social understandings of the text (i.e. biographical or social perspectives about the
creation of the text), thereby initiating a shift in the status of the writer as a
professional, and the status of the critic as an artist (Dawson 2005; Wandor 2008).

In the Creative Writing field, the movement of New Critics around the 20"
century, constructed and promoted by writers in the US, has sometimes been
interpreted as opposite to the principles of Romanticism and a reaction to English
philology (Cowan 2012 about Wandor 2008). Yet, Waugh (2006, p.168) pinpoints
that New Criticism’s origins have been drawn from romantic influences. For instance,
‘John Keats’ description of “negative capability” and T.S. Eliot’s notion of the
‘objective correlative’ (ibid, p.168) emphasise Coleridge’s conviction that ‘poetry
brings the whole soul of man into activity’ (ibid, p.168). Cowan (2011, online no
pages) suggests that New Criticism brought attention back to the ‘authority of
authorship.” Dawson (2005, p.84) agrees on this matter with Cowan. He explains
that the writers attempted to attain a more professional grounding as critics,
formalizing their expertise as practitioners. Dawson (2005, p.3) has written New
Criticism initiated the evaluation of Literature ‘in terms of its aesthetic qualities and
enabl[ed] the academic study of contemporary (Modernist) literature.” He explains
that it emerged as ‘an argument about the nature of poetry [..] and as an

conservative resistance to values associated with science, industrialization and
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urbanization’ (Culler in Dawson 2005, p. 75). Additionally then, this
‘professionalization’ of the writers produced another kind of a thematic focus in
Literature.

In the Creative Writing literature, this critical attention has been interpreted

III

by some as not paying attention to the “external” influences on a text (e.g. Myers
1995 in Dawson 2005, p.85) and thus not qualifying as a study of Literature, but
more as a way to train writers. To state the obvious, New Criticism is a social and
historical product stemming from the interest at the time with the agency of the
writer to professionalize his or her method of craft. Different conceptions of the
agency of the writer in relation to language are posited in New Criticism and
Romanticism. Their common ground, however, lies in the opposition between poetry
and science, and anti-industrialism sentiments®.

Around the 1960s, the emergence of ‘writings from outside the field of
Literary Studies’ (Wandor 2008, p.168) were appropriated from people within
Literary Studies, because they offered ‘new and persuasive accounts of textual and
cultural matters.” These approaches came to be referred to as “Theory” with capital
“T.” With the development of Theory, self-expression becomes contested. Hecq
(2013, ps.176-7) also explains that ‘Theory’ with a capital ‘T’ refers to a period of
time during the 1960s and 70s, when disenchantment with how society was affected
by the Enlightenment started to produce ‘grand narratives’ about how the world
might be viewed. Theory has been associated with a number of approaches: the
Anglo-American academy, Critical theory (Frankfurt School), the ‘varieties of
structuralism and poststructuralism’ and ‘the work of linguists’ (i.e. Saussure) and
‘French theory’ (i.e. ‘Barthes, Cixous’) (ibid, p.179). Wandor (2008, p.170) argues
that Theory brought an emphasis on the ‘constructedness’ of meaning, going beyond
a ‘synchronic study of language’, towards a ‘diachronic study of language,’ (i.e. what

are the conventions operating now that ‘make possible the forms and meanings of

13 Attesting to the complex interstices of links in literary theory, New Criticism is
connected to Formalism, defined as the study of the literary text concerned with the
purposes of the text focusing on form, not external influences (Waugh, 2006, see pps
212- 222, and pp. 165-175). It arose as a reaction to Romanticist theories of the
individual writer and genius, originating from Russian formalism, and afterwards
Anglo-American New Criticism (lbid).
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language’? p. 170). Dawson (2008) and Mayers (2005) have argued that Theory
affected the development of ‘craft criticism’ literature in Creative Writing studies
(Dawson 2008; Mayers 2005), via an impetus, since the 1990s, for scholarly
interrogation in Creative Writing. Mayers (2005, p.34) defines ‘craft criticism’ as
‘critical prose,” by creative writers, which discusses the process of writing. Therefore,
Theory according to the Creative Writing literature initiated a questioning of the
assumed innocent status quo of the writer and self-expression within Creative
Writing literature.

Finally, the workshop is an influential space of Literature and for Creative
Writing’s institutional base. Installed by writers (New Critics) for writers, reacting to
industrialism, it was the originating space outside the academy, where writers met
up to discuss their work and share feedback. It gained its well-known status due to
its first, officially named emergence, first at Harvard and then the famous IOWA
Writers Workshop Program in the US, the first famous established Creative Writing
Program (Donnelly 2010, Vanderslice 2006).

Both during the Romanticism and New Criticism period writers met up to
discuss their writings and processes. In the US, DeWitt (2012, p.17) explains that
just as mutual feedback about each other’s work was exemplified by the Romantics
Wordsworth and Coleridge, there was an ‘American school “without walls,” where
writers talked back to writers about vision and craft.” Wandor (2008, p.37) explains
that at ‘the turn of 20™ century’ writers’ colonies, (defined as ‘ideal working
environments for artists’) influenced the later emergence of the workshop in the
university. O’Rourke (2005) has charted the cultures of writing during the 1970s and
80s existent in Britain before its appearance at the University. In courses at
London’s City Literary Institute for example, the combination of ‘training and
practice in craft’ and ‘a facilitating of that self-discovery implicit in all self-expression’
were part of the Creative Writing pedagogy (ibid, p. 48).

Operationally, the workshop is conceptualized as a forum for sharing and
commenting on writing by teachers and student readers (Donnelly 2010, p.3; Coles

2006), containing writing done in the class, which is then commented upon, or

141t is (ironically) defined as ‘a building in which manual labour took place’ (Dawson
2005, p. 81).
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writing brought into the class and then commented upon, or ‘exemplary writing’;
currently, it is the most common approach among others taken, e.g. one-on-one
tutorials, lectures, etc. (2008 Creative Writing Benchmark report, p.8). The term’s
connotation of labour is evident in the organization of learning activities for the
study of Creative Writing. For example, Dawson (2006, p.28) explains that
pedagogical strategies in Creative Writing include:
* ‘generative techniques to stimulate creativity or to produce material,” e.g.
automatic writing
* ‘exercises in form to develop technical proficiency,” e.g. writing in genres, for
instance the form of a sonnet
* ‘critical reading of published material’ exemplifying ‘certain devices’ e.g. the
use of imagery in writing
* ‘editorial annotations and workshop discussion of student manuscript’
* ‘general reading and discussion about literature and writing’ and ‘journals’
for critical statements for their own work
All of the above pedagogical strategies employed in the workshop concern the
study of writing as a study of labour for the writing process and product, as if to get
rid of associations of writing being a hobby or a pleasure.

In the Creative Writing literature, the term “workshop” has progressively
become a placeholder for almost any approach of teaching Creative Writing,
foregrounding its use, depending on the literary ideology espoused by the writer-
teacher and university course/program running it.

Considering the above, it is possible to discern that debates about theory and
practice of writing are about different ways of understanding the writer’s (self)-
expression, which inform Creative Writing’s pedagogical relation to Literature, the
self and research.

| have minimally introduced the theories of Literature and spaces of writing,
which have played a role in Creative Writing’s constitutional values, in order to
provide a theoretical backdrop for the conceptions of Creative Writing, which |

present next.
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2.3 Literary conceptions: The relation to Literature
A significant strand in the literature assumes that Creative Writing studies must

establish a relation to existing “canonical” literary works. In some cases, they argue
that this relation is different from that of a literary critic (e.g. Bunn 2011). The main
debate in this strand of literature, key to the relation between Creative Writing
Studies and Literary Studies, is whether “reading as a writer” is the same as or
different from reading as a literary critic or scholar, in relation to how “canonical
works” are used/read. The understanding of writing and reading as integral or
separate from one another has also fed this debate. This issue has partially arisen
from the (contested) use of the workshop as a form of delivery of teaching Creative
Writing. The workshop, originating from writers” workshops outside university walls
transferred into the academy and the development of the movement of New
Criticism generated from writers in the US New Criticism, became a part of Literary
Studies, and its influence has been conceived as being a formalist criticism practice.
The interpretive equation formalism makes is ‘form equals content,” assuming that
the technical features of a text directly produce the meaning intended in the text.
However, the precise articulation of the necessary relation between learning
to be a creative writer and canonical literature varies. The conception of the relation
to “canonical” existing literary works constitutes the approach to pedagogy, how
Creative Writing is taught. Broadly, “canonical” literature might be defined as the
(published) works of authors, which are exemplary of dealing with specific themes or
stories content-wise or particular methods of writing/composing technique-wise.
The ‘canon’ according to the Oxford English Dictionary is thought to be ‘the rule’ or
the ‘law’ by which something is judged (Oxford Dictionaries, Online, no pages).
Waugh (2006, p.70) explains that the ‘canon’ is derived etymologically ‘from the
Greek word for rod or reed, an instrument for measurement.” [In Modern Greek, it
means ‘rule’ — my translation]. Its origin of use in Literature comes from debates in
Christianity about the ‘authenticity of the Hebrew Bible and the books of the New
Testament’ (ibid, p.70). The issue of the canon in literary study is an ongoing debate.
For example, on the one hand, Harold Bloom has written an entire “bible” of great
works to be admired for their aesthetic value (ibid, p.71). On the other hand,

Eagleton highlights that the concept of a canon is an ‘ideological construct’ that
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assumes there is ‘autonomous aesthetic value’ (ibid, p.71). Waugh suggests that
‘canonicity’ is linked to issues of ‘philosophical aesthetics and the more historicist
and politicized insights of contemporary literary criticism’ (ibid, p72). It is possible to
argue, then, that the texts used for discussion of exemplary features of composition
become canonical in the pedagogy of Creative Writing. However, we must also
remember that we cannot anticipate or know how works are received.

A dichotomized identity of writer-critic or a fused identity of writer-
academic-critic and thus a corresponding conception of Creative Writing is
constructed depending on how a writer “reads” a literary or Creative Writing text,
and whether the statuses of the two readings and texts can be collapsed. Key to
these pedagogies is that learning is attributed mainly to the critique of texts,
discussion and re-writing of creative, reflective and literary texts. For example,
Wandor (2008) has argued that Literary Studies function as a necessary compass to
guide the learning of Creative Writing. Dismissing the Romantic conception of
writing, which she defines as involving invisible inspiration or the ‘muse,” she argues
that ‘there can be no understanding of [literary conventions (with which Creative
Writing students work)] without engaging with the field of exegesis as applied to
literature: criticism and theory’ (ibid, p.221). Wandor’s (2008) approach is not
informed by a reading methodology per se in conducting the teaching. Instead, she
suggests a seminar, not sharing writing, but teaching concepts (i.e. understanding of
differences between genres, poetry, short-story, etc., p.212) in class through writing.
This method still implies a relation to canonical texts, and a way of reading them
with historical and social meaning in mind, thus a focus on producing a specifically
prescribed Literature.

In the US Creative Writing has had a close relationship with Composition
Studies, the field of studying writing at college level, because of its emergence within
and in proximity to spaces of teaching composition writing in the academy.
Influenced by Composition pedagogy, the focus on the exegesis of Creative Writing
texts has been supplemented by reflective written critiques of students’ texts. These
have arisen also from a need to provide tangible evidence of learning for assessment
of Creative Writing texts in the UK (Boulter 2009). Vanderslice (2012, p.116) has

strongly argued that the ‘development of students as critics and reflective writers
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usually goes hand in hand with their development as creative writers.” This assumes
that one’s narrative of learning confirms one has learnt in practice.

Moreover, the relation to literary canonical texts has been accompanied by
written accounts of writers about the process of writing. Cowan (2011) thinks that
Creative Writing should be in conversation with Literary Studies. He suggests using
the contextual and formal understanding of Literature for the study of Creative
Writing, and the use of other canonical texts, such as accounts of writers, about the
process of writing (2011, online no pages). He also argues that the process of writing
contains an ‘unknowing’ aspect to it — referring to the feeling of no purpose when
one begins to write — arguing that writing is a creative-critical exploration of ‘the
limits of literary language’ (2011, online no pages). So, in teaching writing it is not
necessary to discuss their post-facto containment of social discourses (an approach
recommended by Dawson and his point of disagreement with Cowan) (2011, online,
no pages). Therefore, Cowan draws both from formalist and romantic conceptions of
the writer. This relation of Creative Writing with literary canonical texts is
characterized by the positioning of Creative Writing institutionally as a subsidiary
subject in conjunction with the study of Literature at the University of East Anglia,
where he teaches® (Cowan 2012, online, no pages). This pedagogical approach is
similar to some aspects of my undergraduate study at Warwick University (2002-
2005), where Creative Writing is part of the English Literature and Creative Writing
undergraduate degree the workshop is slowly introduced, and collections of essays
by writers are studied, such as Strong Words: modern poets on modern poetry
(2000), as supplementary knowledge about the writing process.

Drawing both from romanticism as self-expression and the conceived
isolationism of formalist craft, Dawson (2005; 2008) has identified the academic
creative writer as isolated from society, because of the way in which Creative
Writing is taught as a formalist craft-based poetics. For this reason, he has argued

that creative writers must take up the identity of ‘a literary intellectual’— an artist

15 At the same time, an assumed mastery of this exploration of the limits of language
(bestowed by the publishing industry) is implied by his claim that the authority of the
tutor is derived from having proven to have successfully negotiated these ‘evidenced
by his or her publications’ (2011).
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who knows the social and political meaning of his artwork — and explains that the
‘cultural, institutional and political questions’ about how to teach and practice
writing, are not an ‘eclectic approach’ but part of an ‘ineradicable structural
presence of other ‘disciplines,’(2008, online no pages). Therefore, Creative Writing
keeps the question of ‘disciplinarity perpetually open’ (ibid).

Differentiating between the processes of reading and writing has been a
central issue in Creative Writing studies. Jarvis (2011, online no pages) associating
the experience of the pleasure of writing with the complex and paradoxical
experience of sexual pleasure, refers to the writer’s eroticism to approximate the
entanglement of reading and writing together in the act of writing. The desire of the
writer at the moment of writing as being both his or her reader but also ‘the desired
but repressed other of his own eroticism,” informs Jarvis’ (2011) theory of
progressive reading praxis in Creative Writing pedagogy, positing writing and reading
as a fluid performance. He argues that different models of composition, suggested
by various approaches in Creative Writing pedagogies, construct ‘composition as a
divided performance — separated into writing (unconscious) and reading (conscious)
and claim a spurious special status for the readings of writers’ (2011, online no
pages). Drawing insight from ‘antic poststructural positions for Creative Writing’
(ibid) as challenges ‘to epistemological issues and piercing literary conventions,’(ibid)
Jarvis suggests a pedagogy that includes any type of reading lists, (he provides his
own list as well), reading/interpreting as making strange to explore textual effect,
the practice of exercises with an awareness of the writer’s alienation from the text,
and the emphasis on composition being a ‘unified performance’ (ibid). Jarvis’
proposed approach, even though called a progressive reading praxis, begins to open
up the space for pedagogies that focus on the writing of discursive relations, rather
than the talking about discursive relations as learning.

Working with the binary of reading and writing, student writing has been
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used as another mode of “canonical” writing, to learn the Creative Writing process. |
use “canonical” here associating it with regulation. Indirectly, an invisible canon is
assumed when a student’s text is scrutinized in discussing what works and what
does not in its composition. Epstein-Jannai (2010) suggests the use of semi-

automatic writing as a point of departure for a discussion of layers of creative
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endeavor. In other cases, the relation to canonical literary texts begins to
experiment with their literary basis. For example, in Pope’s (2012) original approach
of learning through writing, students explore literary canonical texts by re-writing
them, thus exploring their composition conventions through the act of writing, with
reflective critique as well, writing about what they have learnt through this exercise.
Pope calls his approach ‘artisanal’ because the learning takes place through crafting
and re-crafting (Woods 2006, p. 129). Woods (ibid) has compared Pope’s approach
to learning through ‘lived textuality,” reminiscent of ethnography, taking into
account how lived experience affects textuality and vice-versa.

To sum up, Creative Writing’s relation to literary canonical texts is described
as dependent on, or in conversation and alliance with the study of literary theory
and criticism, with some supporting the focus on craft (the practical skills of writing)
more than others. The main method of learning Creative Writing is based on
discussion of exemplary features of texts with varied criteria of interpretation
dependent on the relation of Creative Writing to Literature, however that may be
understood/constructed by teachers and students. Creative Writing exercises have
been used to exemplify the processes of writing, and to generate more material for
discussion or writing. The potential of the writing process for learning Creative
Writing has begun to be considered via experiments with the “literariness” of
canonical literary texts, thus beginning to articulate a more expanded notion of a
theory of writing, moving towards a shift in understanding Creative Writing as

merely the production of Literature.

2.4 Creative Writing and the self: political and therapeutic conceptions
Another strand of literature in Creative Writing assumes the discipline must explore

a shift of self to facilitate learning of Creative Writing. This strand assumes Creative
Writing is learnt through a re-defining of (writer) self and of Creative Writing Studies,
by establishing a relation to a frame of thinking drawn from political theories or
psychodynamic theories. Brophy (1998, p.32) has pointed out that ‘this recent
annexing of the creative function to a widening range of discourses seems to

breathe a paradoxical life back into the author as creative origin’ indicating the
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inherent shift that happens with engaging with Theory in Creative Writing. The
articulation and construction of ideologies of Creative Writing, arising from political
and psychodynamic theories, include literary criticism devices brought to bear on the
processes of writing to indicate learning through discussion and/or re-writing.

There are two subgroups in this strand of literature: a group which constructs
the pedagogy of Creative Writing in relation to political theories or ideologies,
assuming a shift in self and/or writing, and a group which argues for and researches

the therapeutic potential of Creative Writing.

2.4.1. Political conceptions: shift through engagement with theory and practice
Political conceptions of Creative Writing practice constitute one sub-group in the

strand of Creative Writing’s relation to the development of self. | call them
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“political” because of their interest with questioning the status quo of Creative
Writing. There are two categories in this subgroup: interdisciplinary conceptions,
using resources from Theory to engage with Creative Writing, and hybrid
conceptions, using other disciplines and theories in conjunction with Creative

Writing practice.

2.4.1. a) Interdisciplinary conceptions
Interdisciplinary conceptions of Creative Writing propose that learning to be a

creative writer is produced out of a shift of writer self, arising from questioning how
one “chooses” to write, sometimes challenging literary conventions. The basis of
these discussions of literary conventions brings the issue of learning Creative Writing
through writing closer to its source, (e.g. meaning-making conventions which
operate in the writing), and the tracing of the shifts is argued on a macro-level in the
texts written, (i.e. a writer changes genre of writing because of a shift in
understanding what writing represents for them).

The shift, that produces learning, has been conceptualized in terms of
adjustments made to one’s authority in the Creative Writing classroom, enabling
students to think differently about their writer self. For example, Ostrom (2012),

whilst recognizing the importance of craft-based pedagogy, departs from Foucault’s
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theory about the space located among ‘power, self and knowledge’ (p. 81), reporting
the case of a student, who was encouraged to write about stories arising from her
upbringing after discussing them in class. She was no longer just the ‘vampire stories
girl’ in class, but wrote in a different genre more effectively (ibid, p.83). What is
‘effective’ writing is not spelled out in this case. Haake (2012, p.133) suggests that
looking at different theorists (Barthes, Derrida, Lacan, Foucault) and ‘feminist
principles’ can help construct our own poetics and understanding of writing. She
recommends using the concept of the element of surprise or wonder to structure
classes (2005), or particular theories to create a hybrid classroom, based on ‘topics
that challenge student ideas about what literature is and can do’ (2010, p.187). On a
similar wavelength, Cain (2010, p.222) has argued that there is a dominant discourse
in the Creative Writing workshop which is about ‘what works and what does not
work.” She thinks that going beyond these questions, ‘enquiring about the spaces of
writing’ (p.218) helps students think about writer’s identity as a ‘revising and re-
visioning writer,” yet at the same time with a deconstructive stance, so as not to
become ‘too socially adapted’ (ibid p. 224). For instance, she uses a theory of
spatiality to explore what ‘radical openness’ might mean in the context of writing
influenced by the theory of Edward Soja (1996 in Cain 2010). She suggests that the
embracing of an observation of an Otherness or excess in her students’ texts can
help students further their understanding of social identifications. She identifies
Otherness, however, in her examples of students’ texts as that which is not
supposed to appear and which produces an imbalance in the composition of a text.
Questioning formalist or humanistic practices of learning writing, Smith (2005;
2006a,b) has proposed the use of algorithms for experimental manipulations of
writing linked with post-human conceptions of a writer. For example, she provides
exercises playing mechanically with the linearity or variations in the syntax of a
poem in her book ‘The Writing Experiment’ (2005). Linking psychoanalysis with
writing, Brophy’s account of Lacan and his relationship to writing and the surrealist
movement is a thought-provoking narrative of the shared elements between the
practice of Lacanian psychoanalysis and the art of writing surrealistically (1998; 2006

about Freud; 2009 about consciousness in writing). All of the above authors suggest
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ways in which Creative Writing teaching might support students to challenge or
subvert conventions in the constitution of their own writer identity.

Hecq is a major proponent in the field of Creative Writing Studies and its
connection to psychoanalysis, also assuming a shift in the learning of Creative
Writing. Positioning herself in the debate about using ‘Theory’ in the teaching of
Creative Writing, Hecq (2013) has argued that Lacanian psychoanalysis is suitable for
the practice and the pedagogy of Creative Writing (and simultaneously explores
Lacanian theory itself through writing) as its theoretical basis is such that never
privileges any one theory, arising from its clinical origin of continuous expansion
through clinical material in analysis sessions (2013, p.175-200). She has also argued
that we have been taught ‘linearity and coherence’ (2005, online no pages) from
histories of ‘modern poetry’ (ibid) and that writing has the power to allow us to
investigate the assumptions behind the status quo of Literature in combination with
what exists ‘outside the text’ (Hecq, 2005, online no pages), considering writing and
reading as integral with each other (2010, 2013). Thus, she uses psychoanalytic
concepts as a tool to inspire writing (e.g. speed-writing, free-association exercises,
and psychoanalytic concepts used as inspiration-to-write [2013]) and as a teacher
stance to facilitate the teaching of Creative Writing (i.e. adopting a subject-not-
supposed- to-know’ stance towards her students (2009, 2013) supporting an ethical
pedagogy. This pedagogy allows self-awareness of both student and teacher to
inform their interaction and what is being learnt (Hecq 2009). Hecq (2013, p.188)
also argues that this kind of pedagogy, ‘immersion in theory,” ‘speed-writing,” ‘free-
association’ exercises, changes the students’ style of writing.

To summarize, through the use of different political theoretical perspectives,
this group in the literature identifies a necessary relation with theory for learning
Creative Writing. This engagement produces a shift traced up to this point on a
macro-level. The specificity of the change in the students’ texts or reactions to how

they write has not yet been described.
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2.4.1 b) Hybrid conceptions
Institutionally, a strand in the literature describes Creative Writing as coupled with

the study of other creative and even scientific disciplines. This strand does not
directly assume a shift of self, but it implies a shift of writer identity through its
enmeshing with other disciplines. Donnelly (2013, p.5), explains that this
hybridization constitutes a re-negotiation of ‘spaces of Creative Writing, its
boundaries, and its power.” She notes the ‘crossover possibilities’ (ibid, p.9). For
example, the incorporation of technological literacy skills (e.g. literary hypertext,
digital narratives) or other prompts from cultural and creative industries, such as
visual arts (Leahy et al 2014) or dance (Perry 2007, Midgelow 2013), along with
multi-lingual literary criticism theory, experimenting with multiple languages in
Creative Writing are all pairings presented as windows to creative practice (Donnelly
2013, p.9). Referring to the new relation of writing online and social interactivity,
Swiss and Damon (2006, p. 68-9) claim that the ‘internet, with its strong horizontality
and generatively rhizomatic qualities’ lends itself to another conception of writing as
‘output,’” enabling a ‘breakdown of authorial investment in ‘Creative Writing’s
systems of discipline and reward: print publications’ *°. Donnelly (2013, p.9)
concludes that the combination of Creative Writing with other disciplines engenders
a ‘both-and mentality’ that encourages border-crossing and cultural exchanges.

Moreover, Creative Writing practice and pedagogy have been progressively
organized in institutions through participations in ‘community outreach programs’
(ibid, p.17). This has added a more practical aspect to students’ engagement with
Creative Writing, moving its pedagogies beyond discussions about what a text might
mean socially, towards actualizations of the meanings of writing in the community.

In summary, the political interdisciplinary and hybrid conceptions of Creative
Writing place emphasis on an active engagement with the practice of writing,
resulting in the learning produced out of a shift in the definition of writer-self and
Creative Writing itself. These multiple orientations and collaborations are moving

Creative Writing towards what Woods (2006, p. 133) describes as a discipline of

16 The authors also recognize that this is a ‘murky utopia’ as ‘radical’ becomes
mainstream also in online communities through recognition (ibid).
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Writing which has a focused orientation to ‘communication cultures/ textual cultures
in which ethics, aesthetics and ecology frame the scholarly and pedagogical activity.’
Such emerging conceptions of writing branching out to previously un-thought of
partnerships begin to articulate a need for Creative Writing to be more than
Literature, or for an ideology of aesthetics and creativity and thus of particular

politics to spread beyond strictly artistic practices.

2.4.2 Therapeutic conceptions of Creative Writing
Another sub-group in the strand about the relation of Creative Writing and the self
assumes that Creative Writing must engage a negotiation of the conflicts of the
psyche through Creative Writing. ‘The psyche’ is understood by this group as an
internal essence operating through balancing different ego conflicts. This
engagement is said to have therapeutic potential, allowing for a discharge of
emotion or experience, which brings about healing of past experiences via their
reworking. This shift is traced through accounts of students about what they wrote,
or interpretations of their writing using literary criticism resources to bear, thus
employing a theory of reading as well. Moreover, in some cases a relation to
canonical (not literary) theoretical texts relating to the development of self is
considered necessary (e.g. readings on psychodynamic, cultural, neuroscientific
understandings of subjectivity, Hunt 2013, p.3). Therefore, a particular
interpretation of their writing is implicitly encouraged, influenced by these texts.
Harris’ (2003) general argument is useful in suggesting that writing can be a
means of self-exploration as well as self-expression (2003, p.197). She interprets the
act of writing as a process of revision of the self, and reviews Bracher’s (1999) and
Berman’s (1996) theories of using Lacanian theory in writing instruction to further
her argument about the benefits of applying such a theory to Creative Writing
instruction also. Though Bracher’s argument (1999) that students’ writing contains
their intra-psychic conflict and the students’ way of writing might represent
blockages or articulations of desire is very useful, Harris’ interpretive approach is
largely literary. Her approach to applying a Lacanian interpretation is overly
confident and more emancipatory than my reading of Lacan. For instance, she

“reads” — interprets one of her students’ texts suggesting that this student’s
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‘memory of a painful absence of her father’ (ibid, p.211) is being worked through in
the poem she has written with direct reference to this absence. Harris (2003, p.211)

explains:

Thus, she must work the poem, as one works a machine that
simulates one’s action, to restore him through the subtending
image:

“Six years old when the picture was snapped

Tiny, tanned arms and legs wrapped

Around my dad”

Harris’ (2003, p.208-214) interpretive strategies assume that the aesthetic
symbols used by writers in their writing provide direct access to their unconscious
conflicts and resolutions. In contrast to her approach, the analysis chapters in this
thesis do not relate the participants’ psychic traumas to the composition of their
writing, and do not assume there is a direct connection of the substantive content of
their stories with the author’s lives and shifts of subjectivity.

Creative life writing has been used as a method for transformative learning.
Creative life writing, as the name might reveal, is Creative Writing done whereby the
writer-student draws from their autobiographical experiences as material for stories.
For example, Hunt (2013) has uniquely explored transformative change drawing
from empirical research through the Creative Writing for Personal Development
(CWPD) MA Program she ran for four years in the UK. She argues that a shift
‘towards a more spontaneous and bodily self-experience brings new and more
authentic conceptualizations of [students] of themselves as learners and writers’
(ibid, p.16). In her psychosocial research project, she used creative life writing
exercises, collaborative experiential groups and reflective writing with the use of
theoretical texts about the self to engage with the conceptions of the students’
psyche. She maintains that a shift between thinking and feeling mode is required in
order to become a creative writer. This shift was traced in the different attitudes
towards writing that were expressed by the students in their interviews before,
during and after their engagements with this course.

In this sub-group, the focus is on (transformative) personal change, not on

“Creative Writing” as an end-goal. Holding up this approach, is a theory of reading
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the poetics of a text assuming that via ‘knowing/discovering oneself’ (however that
is theorized or articulated), one may access creativity. Even though their analysis
refers to autobiographical writing, all of these authors have begun, in my view, to
articulate a repression at large about learning: its regulation by emotion.

Political and therapeutic conceptions of Creative Writing contain a
modernized Romantic notion of a writer, focusing on a redefined self-expression and
interaction with the ‘nature’ of writing, in a move away from the status quo of
Creative Writing’s literary conventions back to the “nature” of the writer’s
interactive idiosyncrasy, an idiosyncrasy that is rapidly and continuously

reformulated today from moment to moment.

2.5 Creative Writing as Research
A field’s research nowadays, more than ever, constitutes its raison d’étre in the

academy and society, foregrounding and continuously said to be expanding its
knowledge base. Creative Writing’s relation to research has been conceptualized
and explored through three perspectives/purposes: a) practice-based b) charting the
trends and practices of Creative Writing and c) qualitative research about Creative
Writing conceptions or pedagogies. In the first category, Creative Writing constitutes
both the object and the methodology for research, whereas in the last two, Creative
Writing is the object of research and research methodologies from other disciplines

are used to generate and analyze the data.

2.5.1 Creative Writing as object and methodology of research
Creative Writing has been posited as an inherent methodology and object for

Creative Writing research. On a basic level, Creative Writing research has been said
to involve research that is done in order to gather information which helps write a
piece of Creative Writing. Rein (2011, p. 96-102) explains that research for Creative
Writing can be experiential and traditional. He defines ‘experiential’ as the act of a
writer going somewhere to learn more about the place or the experience she will
write about, whereas ‘traditional’ is bibliographic, finding more information about

one’s subject in one’s piece of writing. Another example of the notion of Creative
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Writing as research is ‘fictocriticism.” Gibbs (2006, p.131), for instance, argues that
fictocriticism is writing that has no blueprint and it represents/is the process as
research, not an outcome, a textual intervention.

Creative Writing has also been frequently posited as a process that
intrinsically always creates something new. For instance, Harper (2013, p.107-8)
argues that:

..while Creative Writing might not always be investigating
current public knowledge or not be producing new public
knowledge it is always producing some form of personal, and
situational human knowledge, which an individual writer
possesses and seeks to possess, sometimes challenges, maybe
sometimes laments in its absence and sometimes celebrates.

This understanding of Creative Writing knowledge expands its conception as
an artistic practice to a research practice, as well a methodology. This is exemplified
by the recent publication of Research Methods in Creative Writing, which deals
mainly with ‘Creative Writing’ as a methodology for exploring itself and other
practices too. PhDs in Creative Writing, a relatively recent degree addition in higher

education are the ultimate use of Creative Writing as methodology to further the

knowledge of Creative Writing practice and research.

2.5.2 Creative Writing as an object of research

2.5.2 a) Charting of trends

Creative Writing research has also been concerned with charting trends, uses of
practices, teachers and students profiles generated by surveys and questionnaires.
This group has collected data in the form of interviews, questionnaires and surveys,
which have been analyzed statistically and thematically. For example, Donnelly
(2010) has surveyed the workshop’s functions using questionnaires asking Creative
Writing practitioners across the US a number of questions about their use of the
workshop. May (2012, p. 69) reports on his research project, for instance, that from
his own institution the surveys suggest that ‘35-40 percent of those doing Creative
Writing want to be professional writers.” This type of research acts as a semi-
guantitative informational base for Creative Writing maps of knowledge practice and

organization.
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2.5.2 b) Qualitative research about conceptions and pedagogies
Finally, research about Creative Writing, utilizing other research methodologies (e.g.

social, linguistic frames) than Creative Writing itself, has focused to a large extent on
eliciting conceptions of Creative Writing and writer identities. The main data in these
studies has been interview transcripts, narrative accounts of writers’ practices. The
analysis has been mostly thematic that is, identifying common themes across the
data and categorizing them either in the form of typologies, metaphors, or core
meta-themes (in physical settings of Creative Writing) (e.g. Light 1995; MacRobert
2013; Sarrimo 2010; Ben-Shir 2007, 2009; Magee 2009). | have not included Hunt’s
(2013) research in this particular strand about Creative Writing research, as its main
research purpose seems to be aligned with transformative learning of self, rather
than of Creative Writing.

There is a small amount of qualitative research underlining the significant
aspect of students’ experiences in relation to their learning in Creative Writing. Light
(1995) in his doctoral research, investigated undergraduate Creative Writing
students’ conceptions of Creative Writing in three UK higher education institutions
through conducting 40 in-depth, semi-structured interviews'’. His doctoral thesis is
wide-ranging in its focus both in terms of outlining previous literature, philosophical
perspectives and data description and analysis, and is an attempt to provide an all-
encompassing learning theory about Creative Writing. | will only touch upon some
aspects here. He argues that his research provides:

an ‘inter-subjective’ paradigm situated and grounded in the
students’ active, socio-cultural understanding, experience and
practice of writing. [...] [throwing] light on learning theory in
general.[..] It has furthermore important socio-cultural
implications [...] for concepts like ‘creative,’ ‘literary’ [...]
products of influential, but socially constructed authority
discourses|...] and learning conflicts [resulting] [...] [from these
cultural conditions] (1995, p. 43-44).

17 In his thesis, he provides a rationale for not examining the conceptions of students
with their texts/compositions, as he considers that these texts/compositions cannot
be considered through the ‘criteria’ of conceptions generated in the inter-subjective
space of the research interviews (Light, 1995, Chapter 5)
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Light brings attention to factors arising from students’ conceptions of
Creative Writing both linked to their own socio-cultural background, but also to their
understanding of what ‘literary authority,” the rules and regulations mean. To do
this, six typologies of learning Creative Writing processes were derived from the data
and compared with current models of learning. For example, the analysis of the
students’ accounts of composing writing produced three categories to describe the
activities of Creative Writing; according to Light’s interpretation of the data: the
genesis of writing (i.e. why or how writers begin to write), the acts of writing
(processes of writing i.e. re-writing), the social ground of writing (i.e. feedback). Light
argues that these three categories make up the ‘compositional core’ of writing,
being parts of the ‘Anatomy of Writing,” which he invented in his thesis (ibid,
Chapter 7- The Vocabulary and Anatomy of Creative Writing). These six typologies
were ‘differing conceptions of student understanding and practice of Creative
Writing” and were described as similar to learning styles in other more ‘traditional
disciplines’ in higher education. For instance, he also distinguished from students’
interviews between ‘transcribing’ and ‘composing’ conceptions of writing, and
concluded these are similar to the ‘non-reflective’ and ‘reflective’ learning responses
in Jarvis’ (1987) theory of adult and experiential learning (ibid, p.284-5).

A few studies have explored writer identities through the use of interviews
with writers. Some focus on writer students and teachers, and some exclusively
focus on published writers’ identities and processes. Sarrimo (2010) has researched
students’ and teachers’ perspectives on Creative Writing in a higher education
institution in Sweden. The theoretical underpinning of the group interviews she
constructed was based on a Habermasian theoretical model of communication
assuming that the act of creation is strongly ‘communicative and inter-subjective’
(ibid, p.186). She conducted two group interviews repeated nine times, one with two
students, and one with three teachers and two students over the course of two
years. Her analysis was oriented on the metaphors of ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ spaces of
writing drawing from the substantive content of what the students and teachers
talked about in their group interviews.

Sarrimo (2010) refers to Ben-Shir's research (2007) as contributing to

research about conceptions of writer identity. Ben-Shir’s (2007, 2008) exploratory
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phenomenological study investigated well-known published Israeli writers’
conceptions of their writer identities. She conducted 16 open in—depth interviews.
With a phenomenological-interpretative approach, the study used a personal history
methodology, attempting to extrapolate ‘tacit knowledge’ from the participants’
narrated experiences (ibid, p.22). The method of analysis focused on ‘recurring
patterns’ (ibid, p.23) and resulted in the identification of two meta-themes:
narratives of self-creation and of self-discovery. Ben-Shir (2008) has discussed the
theme of ‘self-discovery’ as involving a notion of going beyond oneself in parallel
operation with the theme of ‘self-creation’ which presents narratives of writers
‘consciously’ choosing ways in which they practice their art. She concludes that this
intense tension between these two thematic narratives is formative of the
experience of being a writer. MacRobert (2013) conducted a similar research design
and content analysis with successful novelists in South Africa.

Magee (2008) interviewed Australian poets to find out more about their
knowledge processes in their writing. He reported that the common element of all
the poets he has interviewed is that their writing process at the start is sometimes
too fast to think through all of the aesthetic choices consciously as they are writing.
Based on this information from the study, Magee (2008, online no pages) drew
analogies mainly from neurology and initiated connections with psychoanalysis.
More specifically, he has speculated an analogy between the neurologically
described process of pre-conscious thinking and the accounts of the poets’
experience of when they first begin to compose. Magee (ibid) also concluded with
some suggested connections drawn from Lacan’s theory about desire and affect in
speech. He briefly mentions Lacan’s theorization that language might be thought of
as a ‘veneer,” and Magee wonders what the difference might be between that of a
poetic utterance, however, and any utterance if language colours everything
anyway?

There is also a slowly emergent strand beginning to look at online
settings/deliveries of Creative Writing in higher education. Andrew and Arnold
(2011, online no pages) have reported on their research conducted through
‘autoethnography and subjective narrative enquiry’ discussing their insights on the

teaching of an online Writing MA of Swinburne University of Technology, drawing on
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a study of free-flow reflection of nine tutors teaching this course on the themes of
collaboration and community. Their main research question was not about
conceptions of Creative Writing per se; they wanted to research the ‘quality [of]
online programs and consider what theoretical structures inform them and their
pedagogies’ (ibid) in conjunction with the concept of online communities in general
affecting Creative Writing teaching and the identities of the students (ibid).

All of the above writers/researchers have been interested in narrative
accounts of writers’ practices. The only research that has analyzed student-writers’
actual texts is in the field of linguistics, investigating second-language speakers
studying Creative Writing. | have not included Harris (2003) and Hunt (2013) in this
section, who, indeed, have analyzed students’ texts, as their analysis is not
concerned with the learning of the students’ in terms of Creative Writing per se, but
with a transformation of self, which occurs through engagement with Creative
Writing courses. Yan (2011) in her PhD thesis explored the relation between second
language learner-students’ autobiographical narratives and their written material
from a linguistic perspective. The data generation consisted of two phases: a)
through life-history accounts from in-depth interviews with 15 L2 (second-language
learners) Creative Writing students, b) two think-aloud story-writing sessions in
order to capture the emergent writer identities ‘instantiated in their cognitive
writing processes’ (Yan 2011). Through quantitative data coding of all 15 participants
and qualitative discussions of five participants, Yan concluded that there is an inter-
connectedness between the engagement of participants in the writing and the range
of discourses they are engaged in their social worlds. She suggests that second
language learners do not pick Creative Writing only for literacy or language
acquisition purposes but also as a ‘self-empowering tool for social positioning’ (2011,
abstract).

All of the above research has opened up a space for understanding the act of
writing through: a) the lens of Creative Writing productions using Creative Writing as
methodology, b) a map of practices and trends providing an informational base for
Creative Writing practitioners and students, and c) the use of other research

methodologies constructing new knowledge connections about Creative Writing.
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2.6 Conclusion

To conclude, in this chapter, my aim has been to provide an overview of the main
conceptions of Creative Writing in relation to key debates in the field. On the one
hand, Creative Writing has deep-rooted affiliations to Literature and literary
canonical texts, thus orienting itself in terms of literary criticism and theories of
reading to varying degrees. On the other hand, Creative Writing has emerged as an
active engagement with cultural and social interests beyond literary criticism. Thus,
its engagement with Theory, has rendered its conceptions political, due to such
theorizations effecting a simultaneous shift both in the writer(-student) self and
more widely in Creative Writing studies connections. These political conceptions
communicate both a very individual and collective need for the writer to express
herself and transgress the status quo, sharing partial agendas with theories of
Literature, such as Romanticism, and New Criticism and moving beyond being
defined by them. The therapeutic strand in this literature indirectly begins to hint at
the regulatory role of emotion in learning, which has been an educational repression
at large, and a contradictory practice in the teaching of Creative Writing; it is the
very presence of “emotion” and its production of conflict that begins any sentence,
and leaves incomplete any type of writing. Finally, thinking through Creative Writing
as both the object and the methodology of research opens up new angles for
exploring how writing is taught through what it “does” in praxis.

The research interest of this thesis draws from all three strands in the
literature. | seek to explore Creative Writing exercises in Creative Writing pedagogy
as learning through writing. Secondly, | wish to trace the shift, if there is any shift at
all, necessitated in the learning of Creative Writing in students’ texts on a micro-level
looking at the specificity of the change combined with their narratives of practice.
Thirdly, | hope to contribute to a psychosocial conception of the knowledge and
practice of Creative Writing, providing new insight into the operation of affect within
the practice of (learning) writing.

Key to this exploration has been my choice of methodological orientation, a
Lacanian psychoanalytic researcher stance. Next, | go on to link the field of Creative

Writing studies with the research focus of Psychosocial Studies and then review the
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ways in which psychoanalysis has been used in psychosocial studies for data

generation and analysis.
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-borderspace
Ettinger (2002) uses the term ‘matrixial borderspace’ to symbolize the originary

space of our existence: the womb, which she calls a corpo-reality. The conceiving of
the link between Creative Writing and psychosocial methodologies, that | initiate, |
am initiating, will be initiating here, has created my thesis.

Creative Writing denotes the practice of Creative Writing, the producing of
works of Literature and also the (not published) Creative Writing texts by students
created within writing programs in higher education. It might be thought of as a
discursive practice that is based on the production of symbolic associations, which,
in part, enact conceptions of an aesthetic. | think this aesthetic is constituted by
psychosocial factors, because it emerges from the writer and influences the writer,
with and without the writer’s intention at the same time.

Creative Writing operates on the paradox of “Literature,” a paradox because
it is both a tradition and a progression, both a revelation and a repression. It is a
shifting concept of (our) culture that is determined by the psychosocial
amalgamations of the individual and society. Creative Writing, in this sense, is
constituted by psychosocial amalgamations. Thus, the knowledge produced by
Creative Writing pedagogies has a psychosocial aspect to it.

Pedagogy is linked with knowledge production. Researching about it is a
social action that has a political dimension. Therefore, considering that “Creative
Writing teaching” is based on a specific shifting mode of hermeneutics, what
“hermeneutics” could research beyond hermeneutics? What if theory was not called
in to ‘reinforce the interpretations of the (Creative Writing) researcher’ (Clarke and
Hogget 2009, p. 45). Psychosocial research, according to Clarke and Hogget (2009,
p.47), might be ‘defined as triple hermeneutics,” since it aims for an interpretation of
both those in the field of study and the frame of interaction with the researcher.

III

Another question that arises is what “psychosocial” methodology might be
“appropriate” to explore this “writing” aspect of the teaching of Creative Writing? To
indicate my choice of methodological orientation and exploration in researching the
function of Creative Writing exercises, | move to the review of the use of
psychoanalysis in psychosocial studies in the processes of data collection and

analysis.
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Chapter 3

The use of psychoanalysis in psychosocial studies

-the Thing'®
This section reviews a specific niche in the field of psychosocial studies: literature

about the use of psychoanalysis focusing on data generation and analysis. This
literature is implicitly and at times explicitly concerned with how different types of
psychosocial knowledge, linked with a conception of subjectivity, are produced in
research. The particular conception of subjectivity determines the conception of
psychosocial knowledge explored, generated, and analyzed in this type of research,
which is constantly re-making the boundaries of the psychosocial terrain.

By reviewing this niche of literature, | point to the new questions my research
poses, in order to explore a “new” psychosocial methodology, contributing to the
field of psychosocial studies, via my research interest in Creative Writing pedagogies.

So, | begin with an explanation of the problematic that my research interest
belongs to and explores: the uses of psychoanalysis in the research process. | then
refer to the main theoretical debate transferred from psychoanalysis into
psychosocial studies, present a broad definition of the field of psychosocial studies,

and finally move to a review of three strands in this body of literature.

8| use the heading ‘The Thing’ for three reasons. First, | use it metaphorically here
to indicate that this section is pointing to a lack, which | hope to point to. Freud
originally referred to “the Thing” in relation to the experience of the feeling of
“uncanny” in his essay “The Uncanny” (Freud, 1995). Ettinger takes up this feeling of
familiar/unfamiliar strangeness to discuss different ways (phallic/matrixial) of
experiencing it in art. ‘The Thing’ is that which may be invoked through art, a
belonging and a separateness together and apart, inducing in us the feeling of
‘uncanny’ — a sense of overwhelming helplessness. | also allude to what Ettinger calls
‘the Thing’ which is the mode of relating/unrelation of pre-symbolic existence. This
mode of relating is an alternative mode of thinking about “literature reviews” too.
This is also a feeling | have experienced in creating this review. | explored this feeling
through Ettinger’s concept of differentiating borderlinking (broadly defined in
Ettinger’s work as representing the simultaneous ways in which the baby and the
mother both relate to each and marginally differentiate themselves — being together
and apart (2006)).
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3.1 -relations-without relating™
The relationship between psychoanalysis and psychosocial studies is complicated

with regards the processes of data analysis and data generation. This is a live issue,
but it is possible to trace three strands in the literature: first, the use of
psychoanalytic concepts in the process of data analysis; second, the use of
psychosocial methods, which do not attempt to mimic psychoanalysis in any
consistent way in the process of data generation and data analysis; and third, a
strand which explores the adoption of explicitly psychoanalytically derived
approaches in the process of data collection and analysis. The methodological
exploration of this thesis belongs to the third emerging strand, but has obviously
drawn resources also from the first two strands.

These three strands in the literature construct different conceptions of what
it means to translate psychoanalytic concepts from the position of the psychoanalyst
into the research process, either in data generation or data analysis or both. This
translation is not unproblematic, as concepts are not reified entities but are
transformed when transferred to other contexts (Lapping 2011, p.6-7). The specific
constructed position of the analyst and specific analytic resources that are drawn
from this position are dependent on the conception of the subject (referring to both
the research subject and the researcher subject).

One theoretical distinction that traverses all three strands is the manner in
which they conceptualize the relationship between affect and language in terms of
tracing the “unconscious,” which is essentially the key element brought into
psychosocial research with the use of psychoanalysis (Frosh 2010, p.2). The
“unconscious,” generally, is the inaccessible psychic material or aspect of subjectivity
that is being “worked with” in analysis in the clinic. It is the common key element in
the conception of the subject in psychoanalysis in all psychoanalytic theory schools.
The different ways that it is accounted for also relate to conceptions of language and

affect, and the psychic operations that are derived from it, which are then said to be

19 Marginally, through these footnotes, | wish to attempt to visually embody the
severality (plethora) of references going on, that | have excluded on the one hand,
and included via Ettinger's (2006) vocabulary, an ironic appearance and
disappearance of symbolic and several references.
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manifest or explored or constructed in the research process (Lapping, 2011, p.2-3).
This is also a complex and ongoing discussion in the field. | will attempt to sketch its
outline, in order to provide a theoretical backdrop to the uses of psychoanalysis in
the three strands presented below and to draw out some key differences between

two main psychoanalytic theories.

3.1.1 The issue of the relationship between affect and language and psychoanalytic
schools

Psychoanalysis in the clinic operates on the principle of a relation between the
analyst and the analysand. Frosh (2010, p.3) describes psychoanalysis as a ‘kind of
microscopic examination of patterns of speech enacted in a relationship of often
long duration [...] and hence of considerable depth.” This relationship is a transaction
which allows for the development or production of a listening awareness on the side
of the analyst and the analysand; in other words, a mode of attending to one’s own
reflections and narrative about oneself on the part of the analysand.

Psychoanalysis, however, is not one theory exactly. Different directions have
been taken since the time of Freud. It is accepted, in the British context at least, that
psychoanalysis in social research has originated from two particularly distinct schools
of psychoanalysis: the Kleinian/object-relations and the Lacanian (Glynos 2010;
Frosh 2008, 2010; Lapping 2011). These two approaches appear on spectra and
there are variations within each field.

Arising from the key difference of these two psychoanalytic schools about the
definition and use of interpretation in the clinic, one of the main debates, in the
psychosocial studies field is about the nature of the analytic relationship traced to
the use of transference and countertransference (for a more analytical exposition
see Lapping 2011). Lapping (2011, p.3) explains that transference might be defined
as the manner in which emotions, patterns of interaction, themes ‘signifiers or
discursive categories’ become repeated in the present. In the context of this
research, for instance, | look at repeated emergent master signifiers, simply defined
here as repeated words or phrases, which construct the inherent assumptions in the
making of meaning for my participants’ discourses of writing (spoken and written).

‘Counter-transference is the term used to refer to emotions invoked in the analyst or
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other person arising from the patient or subject’s transference/ behavior towards
them’ (ibid, p. 3). In using a Lacanian approach, | did not trust and use my emotional
reactions to my participants’ responses to construct my interpretations. [I explain
my exploration of a Lacanian stance in chapter 5 on methodology].

In a clinical context, depending on the orientation of the psychoanalytic
school, the mode of attending to what is said by the analysand on the part of the
analyst is based on a specific understanding-inducing of transference and
countertransference and is used accordingly for interpretation. Free-association, is
one of the techniques used for the eliciting of transference (ibid, p.4). Lapping (ibid,
p.4) explains that free-association is a psychoanalytic technique whereby the analyst
is asking the patient to speak as ideas come to mind without censorship, which is
arguably difficult, as it depends on how the analyst is perceived. She suggests that a
distinct space is created by the analyst, in order to bring out the transference and
work on it in all approaches. Nonetheless, there are contrasting ways in which
different features are emphasized to create this space (ibid, p.4).

Lapping (2011, p.4) explains that different techniques are used depending on
the ‘epistemological status of language and affect.’ In Lacanian theory, the
psychoanalyst must operate as a ‘pure function’ (ibid, p.5) putting aside her own
affective reactions to the speech of the analysand and focusing only on the ‘linguistic
or symbolic aspects of the interaction with the analysand’ (ibid, p.5). This particular
stance begins to produce transference as the analysand begins to understand that
they are not judged as they would expect (ibid, p.5) and thus their inherent
assumptions about themselves begin to unravel. This relates to the particular
Lacanian conception of the subject in relation to language and desire. This
conception is explained analytically in chapter 4 of this thesis.

There are other ways in which the free-association of the analysand is
facilitated (Lapping, 2011, p.5). Interpretations are often offered in ‘the Kleinian way
of listening’ (ibid, p.5) because it is assumed that the analysand might interpret the
analyst’s silences wrongly (ibid, p.5). Additionally, the analyst uses their affective
responses to the analysand as countertransference to provide interpretations to the
analysand about themselves (ibid, p.5). This is one of the points of debate between

these two distinct approaches, as pointed out earlier. The possibility of knowing the
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Other is radically ‘suspect’ (ibid, p5) in Lacanian theory, whereas in object-relations,
while this possibility needs to be treated with care, it is considered possible, yet
requiring the subtle training and expertise to enable this to happen. This is a
simplified account of some of the main differences between psychoanalytic schools
in terms of how they construct the relationship between analysand and analyst in
the clinic.

In summary, Frosh (2010) and Lapping (2011) have both pointed out that
psychosocial approaches inspired from Kleinian or object-relations psychoanalytic
theory embrace the use of countertransference, whereas those who use aspects of
Lacanian psychoanalytic theory in psychosocial studies “reject” countertransference
in its application to the researcher-researched relationship as a fantasy produced
within the analytic setting. On a reductive note, the former theory considers the
emotions of the analyst, and thus of the researcher, useful for the process of data
generation and analysis. This is reflected in the second strand of the literature using
psychoanalytic concepts for data collection and analysis (apart from the research
with reflective writing). The latter theory adopts a position of analyst, which
considers the emotions of the analyst potentially dangerous or suspect if afforded
inappropriate weight in the interpretation of social data. This latter approach is
reflected in the first strand of the literature, using psychoanalysis for textual analysis
and explored in the latter strand of the literature, researching the use of
psychoanalysis methodologically in the research process. In this sense, the first two
strands employ psychoanalysis as a lens, whereas in the latter strand psychoanalysis
is employed both as lens but also as an object of research.

In relation to conducting research, in psychosocial studies, Frosh (2010,
p.209-16) explains that the issue of transference and countertransference, has been
positioned within the larger context of ‘reflexivity’ in social science research practice.
Different uses of the researcher’s emotions posit different conceptions of reflexivity,
and affect the processes of data generation and analysis correspondingly. Blackman
et al (2007) write that considering the relatively recent reflexive turn, challenging the
notion of ‘objectivity’ in qualitative work in social sciences, the presence of the
researcher is now considered part and parcel of a new objectivity in the research

practice, exposing her research bias, background etc. In fact, at the center of this
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debate might seem to be an issue of different attitudes to the uncovering
psychosocial meaning (Frosh 2010, p.206). Alternatively, Lapping (2011, p.2-5) traces
this issue as different conceptualizations of whether or not affect is directly
accessible via language both in processes of data generation and analysis. This
review is concerned with presenting conceptions of purpose of the use of
psychoanalysis in psychosocial studies in terms of its relation to the processes of
data collection and analysis. | point to these different attitudes to knowledge-
productions of the psychosocial, and therefore gradually draw from these to

construct my own knowledge-production stance in this research.

3.1.2 Psychosocial Studies: definition and context
Psychosocial studies, referred to here, is a distinct field from the field which employs

the term ‘psychosocial’ to refer to the addition of layers of analysis in a research
structure and dealing with ‘social adjustment or interpersonal relations’ (Frosh 2010,
p.195). Rustin (2008) explains that the development of psychosocial studies, referred
to here, arose as a field of studies from a concern to create ‘an educational and
academic’ space where the ‘psychological and the sociological’ might work together
as a critical approach that engages and articulates elements of the human subject,
which were considered separate (quoted in Frosh 2010, p.195). Frosh (2010) has
argued that psychosocial studies are concerned with researching both the subject’s
social formation and his/her relation to ‘agency and internality’ (p.195).

The origins of Psychosocial studies have been traced in psychoanalysis,
sociology, applied social studies and social work, critical social psychology,
poststructuralist theory, social constructionism, queer theory and feminist social
research (e.g. discussed in Frosh 2010 and Clarke and Hogget 2009). Frosh (2010)
and Parker (2010), from the field of psychology, have significantly contributed to the
strand of psychosocial studies. Clarke and Hogget (2009) have elaborated on strands
of psychosocial studies traced to sociology, whilst Lapping (2011) has also pointed
out the psychosocial strands arising from the interest of the field of psychoanalysis in

social practices.
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Frosh (2010, p.194) has suggested that psychosocial studies have a ‘trans-
disciplinary’ lens as they negotiate, conceptualize and disturb the boundaries and
the overlaps constructed in terms of inner and outer realities, depending on its
conceptualization of the unconscious. Hollway and Jefferson (2000), Frosh (2010)
and Lapping (2011) have all argued that the overarching characteristic of
psychoanalytic psychosocial approaches is the recognition that there is an
unconscious. This means that the human subject is understood as not totally
rational, but as having unconscious motivations, which are not always known to him
or her as such.

As pointed out earlier, the conception of the unconscious and the ways in
which it is invoked, produced or analyzed in the clinic, is the point of difference in
the various psychoanalytic schools (different uses of transference and
countertransference), and thus, in the various psychoanalytic psychosocial
approaches, transferred onto various stages of the research.

Next, | go on to map the three different strands in the literature where the
relationship between data analysis and data generation has been conceptualized
depending on a particular adoption of the position of the analyst, reflective also of
the various psychoanalytically derived influences from the schools of Lacanian or
object-relations, and thus of the conception of the subject psychically. This adoption
of the position of the analyst is shaped by how the research subject is conceived in
the process of research in each strand, as | pointed out earlier. From a point of view
of hermeneutics (conditions upon which interpretation is constructed), all three
strands adopt different ways in which a particular kind of hermeneutics is advanced.
The first is concerned with challenging the provision of holistic interpretations of the
subject, the second with unearthing hidden aspects of the subject drawn from the
relation between researcher and researched, in some cases focusing on affects,
whereas the third is interested in exploring the hermeneutics in themselves as
potentially transforming our knowledge about research and psychoanalytic practice

itself when practiced.
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3.2 Psychoanalysis applied onto data analysis
Much work uses psychoanalytic concepts to analyze textual data. A strand in the

literature about the use of psychoanalysis in psychosocial studies takes an interest in
ways in which the position of the analyst might be produced in the process of textual
analysis. The ‘unconscious’ in this approach, transferred from tracing it from
analysand’s speech to text, is constructed out of the absences in the text. The main
goal of this group is to challenge the position that the hermeneutics of reading a text
must construct a coherent and fixed interpretation, answering recent calls to
‘disintegrate research’” and ‘disturb meaning’ according to Saville-Young and Frosh
(2010, p.515). Therefore, this strand assumes that psychoanalysis can be used as a
critical method to trouble understandings of hermeneutics (ways in which
interpretation is conducted) in social research.

This approach has emerged partially from a criticism directed towards
psychosocial methods of data generation (e.g. a critique of Hollway & Jefferson’s
methods 2000 by Frosh 2008), which attempt to present a coherent story of the
subject drawn from their discourse (presented in the next section). These critiqued
approaches have been influenced by object-relations theory, which has an
integrative orientation in terms of the function of the analyst’s interpretations of the
analysand’s narrative in analysis. Briefly, in Lacanian psychoanalysis, the focus is on
bringing attention to the fragmented nature of the analysand’s discourse and
coming to terms with such a relation to language (called in Lacanian theory: the
‘Imaginary nature of understanding’ (Saville-Young& Frosh 2010, p. 515), whereas in
Kleinian psychoanalysis, the focus is on providing a repairing and integrative
narrative of the analysand’s traumas (Frosh 2010).

In the emerging field of Psychosocial Studies, a major proponent is Parker.
Drawing from the turn to language and the use of discourse-analysis in psychology,
he has argued that an analysis of discourse can be an analysis of ideology, seeing
‘discourse’ as an ‘organization of language,’ constituting certain ‘social bonds’ (2005,
p. 165). His work has initiated and is positioned in the newly emerging field of
Lacanian Discourse Analysis (for a full exposition of this field see Parker and Pavon-
Cuéllar 2014). Parker and Pavon-Cuéllar (2014) have recently argued that Lacanian

Discourse Analysis is a way of interpreting or disrupting discourse, not limited to
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empirical social research per se though discourse analysis is used in the social
sciences as a method of analysis. They argue that the common interest of those who
are involved in this domain is the ‘Lacanian referent, and their interest in discourse
or discourse analysis’ (ibid, p. 1)%.

Parker (2014, p.52) has advocated that the goal of Lacanian textual analysis is
to show how the ‘surface of a text — the text as a kind of Moebius strip’ both reveals
and conceals objects, subjects, and relationships between them (ibid, p.52). He
bases this understanding of textual analysis on three principles from Lacanian
psychoanalytic theory, proposing how the principles of the process of the analyst
with the analysand’s speech might be transferred to the principles of textual analysis
and production of interpretations for social research data. For instance, transferring
the notion of attending to the ‘structuring effect of the signifier in the speech of the
analysand’ (Parker 2005, p.166) in the clinic, he explains that Lacanian Discourse
analysis privileges ‘form over content’ (ibid, p.167), exploring the formal qualities of
a text, the organization of signifiers (not their signified content) in it and pointing to
places where meaning is disrupted, irreducible or non-sensical in the signifying
relations of the structures in the discourse. Secondly, such an analysis takes into
account ethical questions about the status of textual interpretations in academic
practice, considering that in Lacanian theory every communication has an appeal to
an Other, and thus there is no space of ‘meta-language’ (2005, p.168). Thirdly,
Parker has pointed out that any psychoanalytic discourse analysis both reproduces
and transforms the object of analysis, rather than finding something that is already
there (p.178). Thus, the interpretation of a discourse analyst is more like an

analysand’s interpretation of signifiers in a text that are not their own (ibid, p.178).

20 They also position themselves in relation to discourse analysis perspectives in
relation to ideology (Marx, Althusser, Pecheux, literary criticism (Jameson),
archaeology (Foucault), deconstruction (Derrida), political theory (Laclau and
Mouffe) and finally discursive analysis by the name of critical discourse analysis
(Fairclough) (Parker and Pavén-Cuéllar 2014, p.1). The authors trace the
employment of critical discourse analysis within the British critical psychology and its
development as a form of ‘critical discursive psychology’ (Parker 2002 quoted in ibid,
p. 3).
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Overall, Parker (2005) has argued that a Lacanian textual analysis can disrupt notions
of coherence of the psychosocial subject, allowing for the multiplicity of narratives in
a text and constitutive of the emerging subject?.

Taking a similar approach to Parker’s, another major proponent in this field is
Frosh, also coming from within the domain of psychology. Frosh highlights the
difference between what happens in the clinic in analysis, and how psychoanalysis
might be used outside of the clinic (2010). For instance, ‘engaging in a largely
uninterrupted flow of talk with an attentive listener,” (ibid, p.1) describing the
condition of the transaction in the clinic, he argues, is not a common situation. His
orientation towards using psychoanalysis outside the clinic in social research is
aligned with the belief that psychoanalysis’” main goal has been to unsettle social
understandings (ibid, p.11-2).

Starting from a Lacanian position, he explains that providing an
interpretation that is a coherent narrative of the research participants’ data ‘can be
seen as a defensive process’ (Frosh 2014, p.19). Narratives can be both
‘emancipatory’ and ‘alienating’ (Saville-Young & Frosh 2010, p.515). Transferring
from the methods of the clinic, drawing from how interpretation takes place in that
setting, Saville-Young and Frosh (2010) argue that the properly ‘analytic’ vector is
that of ‘de-translation and questioning of narrative structures and the ideas
connected to them’ rather than focusing on the ‘reconstructive, synthesizing
narrative vector’ (ibid, 515). For example, in a study about brothers, they state that
troubling the narrative is an ethical necessity (ibid).

Also, Saville-Young and Frosh (2010) consider the acknowledgment of
fragmentation as central to the construction of the subject in proceeding with an
analysis of interviews of middle class men about being a brother or ‘doing’
brothering. In their analysis, they propose concentric reflexive moves, each layer of
analysis sharing the same axis in the text analyzed, drawn from the ‘talk’ in the

interview, the text being itself an analytic unit. They begin with a reading of the text

21 This is because in Lacanian theory the subject is not conceived as unitary, but as
fragmented, constantly attempting to evoke unity in enunciating his or her
subjectivity in speech (Parker 2005).
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that does not offer a logical or redemptive narrative of the incoherencies in the text.
They ground their analysis in the narrative or linguistic moves of the text linked to
each concentric layer of analysis. The first layer refers to the discursive positions
taken up in talk or resisted with regards to masculinity. For example, they describe
how ‘Brett,” a participant who talks about his brothering experience, provides a
narrative which both enacts and resists a hegemonic masculine position, moving
from being a guy who got into fights, towards being more ‘authentic’ to himself,
becoming punk. Another discussed layer is how the discourse of this transcribed talk
might be representative of or repressive of theories of sibling relationships, for
example talking about ‘being seen or not seen by his brothers when he was ‘punk,’
and therefore how discursive positions are marked by ‘Otherness,” defining it by the
fact that one’s discursive positions are formed by our relations with others (ibid,
p.519). For instance, they point out that Brett’s positioning of himself as the
‘unconventional man’ stands in the text alongside aspects of his brothering identity,
that ‘fragment’ this very ‘coherence’ of being an unconventional man, e.g. being a
loving caring brother in contrast to being ‘horrible’ and ‘trying to be cool’ (ibid, p.
526). Therefore, this approach challenges notions of research hermeneutics by not
providing a fixed interpretation of their participants’ narratives and allowing for the
complexity of occupying synchronous ambiguous positions of subjectivity in one’s
speech. This is based on an understanding of the subject being enmeshed with her
use of language, and, therefore, this not allowing for any space (outside language) to
provide a ‘final pronouncement’ (ibid, p.515) on it (language).

Lacanian discourse analysis has also been described by Hook (2008) as
looking at the ‘libidinal economy of a discourse,’” rather than of a subject’s. Libido, in
psychoanalytic theory, might be defined as the unspoken of or unconscious psychic
excitement that is drawn from and pursued via our identifications and dis-
identifications (Lapping 2011, p.27). Identifying the meaning-making nodal points of
a text, which are called master signifiers in Lacanian theory, is key in this kind of data
analysis. Hook (2014, p.224) explains that: ‘unconscious desire is not deeply
concealed within manifest contents’ but that it is ‘more on the surface,” consisting
entirely of the signifier's mechanisms’ (ibid, p.224). Hook explains this principle by
looking at an example from a text drawn from the Apartheid Archive Project, an
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ongoing research study collecting written ‘narrative accounts from ordinary South
Africans about their experiences of racism during apartheid’ (ibid, p.228-9). Looking
at the reference to ‘animal,” a common repetition across these texts, and its relation
to racism, Hook speculates about the link between the relationship the narrator of
the text has with a chicken pet and with her black South African nanny (ibid). She
was a servant at their house, with whom the author had a contradictory relationship,
as she was both her maid and her nanny. The text written by the research
participant indicates that the chicken’s death and consumption by the family at the
end of the story created the basis for the author’s ideological attachment to
vegetarianism. Hook (ibid, p. 231) speculates that there might be a metonymical link
between the relationship to the chicken and the author’s relationship with the black
maid, who had died young, like the chicken. He writes that ‘Phyllis, [the black maid],
provides the imaginative basis for the narrator’s story about herself’ (ibid). He
further explains that this could be a case of ‘disguise-of-substitution” — a ‘way of
telling us something about Phyllis that cannot otherwise be admitted’ (ibid, p. 231).
Hook (ibid, p.231-2) acknowledges that this association of the pet and Phyllis, both
owned and dying young, (and the author admitting not knowing about why Phyllis
died, she never knew her story), might be a disturbing association, which also
remains speculative, ‘based on a provisional reading of the “unconscious” of the
text.” All of the authors above have suggested using a Lacanian discourse analysis
asking the same question about the use of “applied” psychoanalysis to social data:
how might we use psychoanalysis in a manner that does not “pathologize” the
subject when this is done outside the clinic? We might conclude that the use of
Lacanian theory for textual analysis is concerned with the action or effect of
interpretation and how interpretation itself can be a mode of repressing the
fragmented “nature” of the subject in research.

On a final note, the data subjected to Lacanian textual analysis usually comes
from focus groups, field notes, interviews, and written texts — processes of data
generation that do not have an explicit Lacanian theoretical framework. For
example, Saville-Young (2011, p.49), in her study about race in South Africa,
describes herself as an active interviewer, paraphrasing and clarifying what

participants said, and at times questioning their motives whilst also drawing from
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her background as a therapist to ‘hold’ the participants in ‘times of vulnerability’ but
also ‘probing and questioning them’ ‘in moments of ‘ego-strength.” Even though
Saville-Young (2011) recognized in this study the ambivalent relationship of the
subject to language from a Lacanian view, she did not adopt a Lacanian orientation
in her approach as interviewer.

Thus, Lacanian textual analysis focuses on interpreting elements from the data
which operate as nodal points to produce particular meanings. This focus is shaped
by the Lacanian conception of the subject’s relation to language. This analysis maps
the relationship of the analyst-analysand to the data analysis process, not the data
generation process. Lacan’s theory emphasizes the impossibility of knowing the
other (Lacan 2006, 793-827 numbering of lines in text, not pages). So, from a
Lacanian perspective, writing about how the participant ‘feels” might be considered

I”

as coming from one’s Imaginary (an “individual” way of seeing the world “coloured”
by one’s traumas, experiences, one of the dimensions which make up our
understanding of the world). This group of scholars with focus on Lacanian discourse
analysis concentrates on the disruptive objective of Lacanian psychoanalysis in the
clinic linking it with textual analysis in order to challenge the ideology of

hermeneutics of a coherent research subject constructed out of data in psychosocial

studies.

3.3 Psychoanalytic concepts used for data generation in psychosocial approaches
Within empirical psychosocial studies, there is also a range of suggested approaches

to interview data, which do not attempt to mimic psychoanalysis in any consistent
way. In this strand of literature, the interest is with using aspects from the
relationship developed between analyst and analysand to expand methods of data
generation and analysis. The “unconscious” in this approach is seen to be affecting
the research participants’ and the researcher’s responses, assuming that
unconscious threats to their identity are perceived in the context of the interview. In
other words, this group of scholars (e.g. Hollway and Jefferson 2000; Clarke and
Hoggett 2009) is interested in the unconscious communications within the research

process — affecting and producing the research process — and the material produced
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and analyzed out of it. This particular employment of psychoanalysis is concerned
with uncovering hidden meanings latent in the relation between the researcher and
the researched.

The ‘Free Association Narrative Interview’ (FANI) coined by Hollway and
Jefferson (2000) is an interview method, which uses aspects of psychoanalytic theory
as its basis. They are concerned with the kind of knowledge produced within the
interview space, and how this knowledge might then be analysed. This “new”
interview method is based on the conception that the subject is ‘defended’ and that
interpretation of this subject can ‘best be interpreted holistically’ (Hollway and
Jefferson 2008, p.15). This conception has been drawn from the psychoanalytic
theory proposed by the object-relations school with major theoretical sources in
Klein and Bion. Hollway and Jefferson (2000, p. 19) argue that ‘the self is forged out
of unconscious defenses against anxiety,” therefore the self is not transparent to the
self, and language is a mediation of this psychic reality. The formation of defenses
arises at the beginning of the baby’s ego formation, when it is completely dependent
at the start of its existence, experiencing extreme positive or negative emotion,
when satiated or hungry respectively (ibid, p.19).

The development of the free-association interview by Hollway and Jefferson
(2000) also has links to the biographical interpretative method (Rosenthal 1990). The
main principle of this interpretative method is that there is a common gestalt, an
individual meaning-frame for each interviewee. They link this gestalt with free-
association and the eliciting of a person’s concerns, therefore providing the
unconscious frame or gestalt to the person’s motivations (ibid). So, for instance, in
their research about ‘crime’ and ‘fear of crime,’ they generally asked their
interviewees to narrate their experiencing of these, and followed their associations,
supposing that these associations would be revealing further unconscious material in
terms of their beliefs about the object of the study (Hollway & Jefferson 2008, p.
309).

This method is also based on picking up incoherencies (for instance ‘elisions,
avoidances, contradictions’) and placing them within an interpretive frame (Hollway
& Jefferson 2000, p. 37). In this approach, this method of eliciting a story has been

argued to help with using projection and projective identification in the research
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process. The terms ‘projection’ and ‘projective identification” have been developed
from the positions of splitting or integrating of ego in object-relations psychoanalytic
theory. These two terms have been used to refer to defenses for separating from
oneself (splitting) or integrating within oneself what is perceived as ‘good’ or ‘bad’
objects (whether introspectively or perceived as external). These terms are linked
with the use of countertransference in the practice of this strand of psychoanalysis
in the clinic. In the context of research, this is translated as considering the
researcher’s ‘felt’ affects (countertransference) as arising from the researched’s
projective identification towards the researcher. In very simple terms, according to
Clarke (2002, p.180) projection is a term used to denote our ‘attributing our
‘affective state to others.” (For example, if one feels depressed, one thinks that the
person one is speaking to is depressed. Projective identification occurs when we feel
so intensely the projection for another person that we manage to behave in such a
manner that our projection “enters” them and they feel what we think they feel, like
a self-fulfilling prophecy (Clarke 2002, p.180-1). It should be noted here that
projection and projective identification are theorized in various ways (for example
intra-psychic and inter-subjective, Clarke 2003°%) and are not completely linear and
concrete processes. Projection and projective identification are employed in analysis
with the patient or analysand in relation to transference and countertransference.
For example, in a study about racism, Clarke (2002) has explained how he used
inspiration from Hollway and Jefferson’s free association interview to adapt to the
open ethnographic interview, coming from a psychoanalytic sociologist perspective.
In a study about racism in higher education, Clarke (2002 p.184) has proposed that
projective identification is a useful term to describe the ‘psychodynamic
communication between researcher and researched.” For instance, he refers to an

interviewee who made him feel ‘bad’ as a researcher, by recounting his very intense
y Y

22 To pinpoint to the variety of approaches taken within this theoretical element:
For example: Bion (1962) a psychoanalyst, who further developed and influenced
object-relations theory, Klein’s work, has provided spectrums for projective
identifications, these being both intrapsychic (when there is no external Other that
causes the projection) and intersubjective, and also including the possibility that
projective identification does not only happen with negative feelings but also with
feelings such as love (Clarke 2003, p.146-168).
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experience of racism, which was an example of projective identification. He writes

that:

If we take Bion’s model of ‘container’ and ‘contained’ then,
projective identification is a way of transmitting meaning in the
form of empathy. The recipient of the projection, the container,
can reprocess the feeling evoked and return it to the projector in
a more manageable form. In Mark’s case, it felt as if | were the
container, he told me his life story, his experience of racism at
school and work, he made me feel bad, in fact he made me
worry about him, want to support him, and at the same time |
felt controlled myself — | felt traumatized. Mark, however,
seemed confident. (Clarke 2002, p.185)

Clarke develops a psychosocial understanding of the interview context by
describing the kinds of feelings experienced by him as a researcher in the interview
setting. His focus is on thinking through the various unconscious communications
going on in the research setting and how these might affect the interpretations and
the constructed material, thereby pointing to other ways of looking at the
‘knowledge’ produced via the interaction of researcher and researched.

Another method which has used psychoanalytic concepts as inspiration to
construct a psychosocial method of data generation is BNIM, standing for The
Biographic Narrative Interview Method (Wengraf 2001). Starting with the
assumption that any narrative has both conscious and unconscious articulations
(Wengraf, 2006 online guide), this approach has both psychodynamic and socio-
biographic orientations. The procedure of the interview is organized in three sub-
sessions: first, one where the interviewer asks the interviewee to say anything they
wish in relation to their life, (or subject matter researched more widely applied);
then, a second phase where the topics which have been discussed are clarified; and
finally a session where non-narrative questions are posed (Wengraf 2001, chapter 6),
which are clarifying questions to ideas, stories the participant has already referred to
(so no ‘narrative’ is elicited as such). Wengraf (2001, p. 159) argues that it is
important to integrate the model of the ‘anxious defended subject’ into the design
of the research interview, as a ‘powerful tool for understanding interaction.’

Within psychosocial methods of data generation using psychoanalytic
concepts, opinion is divided as to whether interpretation can be adopted in the
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research interview setting, (as in the setting of Kleinian psychoanalysis in the clinic)
or only after the data is generated in research. This aspect concerns the use of the
‘analyst’s emotions (countertransference) invoked by the analysand for
interpretation, and how this scenario in the clinic might be transferred in the
research interview setting, either in the generation and/ or in the analysis. Clarke
(2002, p.187) explains that in this case interpretation is kept for the analysis stage, as
he is not a psychoanalyst but a psychoanalytic sociologist. Holmes (2013), on the
other hand, has argued that using interpretation within the research interview
approximates the nature of the relationship between analyst and analysand in a
Kleinian analytic setting, thus allowing for transference and countertransference to
emerge through this particular relation. To illustrate the usefulness of considering
transference and countertransference in research settings, Holmes narrates an
incident from his research when he was interviewing a participant about depression.
The participant did not have answers for his questions. Holmes (2013, p.1195) felt
that the participant had been asked these questions ‘hundred times before.” He
verbalized this ‘feeling’ he had by asking her whether that was the case and she
replied ‘that was true.” This supposes that the participant’s affirmative response
may be taken as direct confirmation and representation of how she feels and that
participants may not attempt to please researcher’s interpretive interventions.
Cartwright (2004) has suggested, on the other hand, that the motivations of the
researcher and researched are different from those of the analyst and the
analysand. He explains for instance, that unexplored issues on the part of the
researcher (e.g. researching about physical abuse and having some personal history
with this matter) may affect the interview setting and turn it into a ‘self-fulfilling
prophecy,’ (ibid, p.222) as one might ask questions affected by one’s ‘personal and
societal prejudices.” Indeed, the researcher has individual agendas in comparison to
the awareness of individual agendas a psychoanalyst has due to their training. Thus,
the eliciting of transference and counter-transference is not the same as a clinical
setting.

Additionally, the research process carries an amount of emotional work,
which may require untangling in the process of interpretation. Bringing attention to

the highly intense emotional work of research interviewing, measures such as non-
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clinical supervision for the researcher addressing the reflexive field notes and the
emotional use of self in the conduct and interpretation of interview encounters have
been introduced. In Elliot et al (2013, p. 436), with the help of the supervisor’s
clinical experience, researcher and supervisor speculate whether the researcher’s
feeling of un-engagement with a research participant has to do with resisting to ‘do’
the worrying for the participant, and her own worry as a mother about how the
mothers whom she is interviewing will cope. Elliot et al (2013) have argued that this
process of supervision allowed them to consider the participant with more
‘objectivity’ by separating which parts of unconscious communication related to
what was researched and which were not.

Furthermore, studies using both of these approaches (BNIM or FANI)
commonly draw on psychoanalytic concepts at various stages in the analysis. For
example, a characteristic concern in qualitative research, using an object-relations
perspective in psychosocial approaches, is the use of the researcher’s emotions or
affects to interpret the research situation and data based on an understanding of
transference and countertransference. We might distinguish between two largely
overlapping approaches to data analysis. The first one is collaborations in research
groups to extract projections out of interpretations. The second method proposed is
the review of interview material by panels.

Referring to triangulating the use of affect for interpretation in data analysis,
Thomson et al (2012), in a study re-analyzing infant-mother observations (a method
used in training psychoanalysts based on tuning into the unspoken communication
between mother and infant through the use of projection and projective
identification) advocate for greater ‘validity’ of interpretations by suggesting group
seminars discussing and reading aloud data and taking time and distance from the
data gathered.

Vis-a-vis the stance for data analysis, referring to qualitative interviewing,
Holmes (2013, p.1188) argues the concept of ‘negative capability’ or ‘reverie’ coined
by Keats is frequently quoted in psychosocial analyses. Bion, (a key psychoanalyst

and theorist in the object-relations psychoanalytic school), quotes Keat’s negative
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capability® in Attention and Interpretation — ‘when a man [sic] is capable of being in
uncertainties, mysteries, doubts without any irritable reaching after fact and reason’
(definition from Morley 2007, p.21), (Bion 1970 cited in Holmes, p. 1195) as an
analogy to use when attempting to link psychoanalytic concepts to observations.
However, this stance does not consistently mimic what is happening in the clinical
setting, as the clinical setting does include some interpretation and the researched is
not in the position of an analysand.

A final strand in the literature maps the analytic relationship to both data
generation and the analysis processes through a double positioning of the
researcher as both analysand and analyst. Again, this group is not attempting to
consistently mimic the psychoanalytic technique used by the analyst within the
clinic; however, it is inspired from analyzing discourse and Lacanian analysis in the
clinic, so as to inform research practitioner research. This subgroup uses reflexive
writing or field notes to research and reshape practitioner research. For example, in
Brown (2008) the aim is to indicate how the narrative about one’s research — and
thus researcher identity — affects researcher subjectivity, mapping the process of
“the analysand talking in analysis” to the process of “the research practitioner
writing about his practice” in a research setting. By considering two accounts of
practitioners’ reflective writing within research reports, it is argued that this
reflective writing process both helps and deceives practitioners about their identity.
For instance, Brown and England (2005) use reflective writing or journal entries
about their practice as teachers/researcher practitioners thinking through how
Lacanian psychoanalytic concepts about the ego and ideal ego might be applied. This
is a different perspective, in terms of applying psychoanalysis, but also
complementary in terms of using Lacanian theory, to those who are concerned with
Lacanian textual analysis. Brown and England (2005) argue that the ideological
apparatus behind the narrative a researcher constructs for herself (Brown &

McNamara, 2005; Brown and England 2005; Brown 2008) has come from an action

23 Keat’s negative capability is often quoted to aspiring writers as the kind of state
that one must maintain when writing, see e.g. Morley 2007 p. 21, 106. This
comparison is useful in terms of thinking about the “state of mind” one inhabits
when “interpreting” or writing.
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research intervention background (involving a cycle of data generation which in itself
is meant to produce a change in the practice). The analyses of the reflective writings
of the research practitioner usually focus on the practitioner’s discursive self-
identifications. They have argued that this allows for a dismantling and
deconstruction of practitioner identities and discourses through the process of this
reflective writing.

So, the difference with textual analysis using Lacanian theory lies in the fact
that textual analysis targets its shift in the knowledge of hermeneutics, and this
approach targets its shift in the knowledge of hermeneutics in direct relation with
one’s professional practice.

In this section, | have attempted to sketch out ways in which psychoanalytic
concepts have informed methods of data generation and/or analysis without any
attempt to consistently mimic the process of analysis in the clinic onto the research
setting. The conception of the subject as ‘defended’, has been used to create
methods of interview data generation such as FANI or BNIM. In addition, in the
research above, the terms ‘projection’ and ‘projective identification’ have also been
used within the process of data generation and analysis, harnessing the researcher’s
feelings as a potential clues for the researched’s feelings and motivations behind
their replies.

There is an ongoing debate about the consideration of emotion on the part
of the researcher within the research interview, and how to “triangulate” in the
process of analysis with panels or clinical supervisors. Finally, reflective writing has
been used as a method for data generation and analysis together, inserting Lacanian
theory about discourse, placing a self-researcher analytical lens onto the researcher.
All of the above ways in which psychoanalytical concepts have been used have had
the purpose of expanding ways of being reflexive about research, and unearthing
knowledge that has not previously been explored in the research process. These
uses of psychoanalysis in social research mainly orient themselves towards
producing and explaining knowledge that is relational and intersubjective, conceiving
the relation between the researcher and researched as a resource for psychosocial
knowledge.

The following strand is concerned with exploring the transfer of the analytic
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setting to a research setting, its implications, and the new knowledge connections

created about psychoanalysis and the setting themselves.

3.4 Psychoanalytically derived approaches for data generation and analysis
Some studies have tried more explicitly to explore what it might mean for the

research to adopt directly psychoanalytic derived approaches in the process of data
collection. In this newly emerging strand of literature, the methodology of data
generation is infused with the investigation of the assumptions of the methodology
of its data generation. The “unconscious” in this approach is speculated and
explored, considering contrasting methods of its conceptions and looking at the
research material produced out of these apparently contrasting applications.

Lapping (2013a) has explored, for instance, the “nature” of the research
interview and the process of interpretation within interviews when psychoanalytic
concepts are applied to it. She has used the psychoanalytic process of the analyst’s
interpretation (from a Lacanian perspective) to explore such an application in a
research interview (e.g. the relevance or irrelevance of the researcher’s affective
reactions to the interviewee’s narrative). At the same time, via this application, she
has attempted to reveal the assumptions of her interpretive strategies in conducting
research, using instances from interview encounters with participants in an
interview research with academics. Lapping’s (2013a) methodology for data
generation asked for an open narrative about the participants’ disciplinary identities.
The research participants were interviewed eight times and asked each time to bring
in a text representative of their field. Exploring the use of psychoanalytic methods
within the interview setting, she also shared her interpretations in the interview, in
order to ‘elicit additional meanings or associations’ and also sometimes to draw
attention to the ways in which participants might be ‘idealizing, objectifying, or
identifying with aspects of their practice, and to provide opportunities for them to
elaborate, correct or refine these interpretations’ (ibid, p.371).

In terms of presenting interpretations and discussions of her research,
Lapping punctuates her own discourse like an analyst in Lacanian psychoanalysis,

piercing through the layers of assumptions constituting her research design and

73



analysis, keeping her ‘researcher desire in flow,” instead of leading to a specific
‘claim to know’ about what she is exploring in the end. The conception of subject
(both researcher and research participant) is explored by looking at the relation of
‘subject and other.” This relation is discussed using examples from moments in
Lapping’s research project. In one of the instances presented, she considers her own
reaction to a participant recorded in her field notes: feeling a sense of ‘dislocation’
(ibid, p.372). She discusses through different conceptualizations of affect and
language to indicate the different interpretive processes that might be derived. She
explains, for instance, how her specific relation to what the participant was talking
about — Literary Studies — might have induced her dislocated reaction. In her
discussion about this incident, she suggests that from a Lacanian perspective:

Benjamin’s (2004) suggestion that the analyst might share
vulnerabilities with the patient in order to ‘experience mutual
recognition’ constitutes an imposition of the analyst’s demand
onto the patient (2013a, p. 380)

Although there are other ways this interaction could have been interpreted,
this particular explanation opens up a different pathway of looking at research
material field notes. This pathway indicates to us that, from a Lacanian perspective,
the interviewee with whom we are interacting as researchers should not be held
responsible for the reactions invoked in us (by us) necessarily, (as these are situated
on the Imaginary level, which relates to our own personalized way of associating
signifiers with affect). Lapping elaborates that her ambivalence about her meeting
with her participant might have had to do with her ‘position in/outside the
contrasting disciplinary discourse of social science and the humanities’ (ibid, p.381).
Lapping further analyzes the theories of the encounter with the Other posited by
Butler (2005), a more humanistic perspective, and Zizek (2005), a more ‘theologically
humble’ perspective, that the Other cannot be known and how this affects our

constitution of self as a relation to Other 2*.

24 Using Zizek (2005) as a resource, Lapping (2013a, p.375-8) explains that our
‘castration’ (the psychoanalytic milestone in the development of becoming subject
and separated as a desiring human being from mother and father), as subjects is not
complete, since we sometimes encounter aspects of our excluded parts of
subjectivity at times, which disrupt our narratives (of self).
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Drawing from this incident’s analysis, Lapping (2013a) suggests that we must
aim for that ‘specificity of ignorance’ since research is about what is yet to be
articulated and constructed; in other words whatever is “new,” waiting to be
verbalized as knowledge. Elsewhere, Lapping (2011, p.174) has highlighted that we
should not have faith in particular master signifiers such as ‘Lacan’ or
‘psychoanalysis,” which guarantee particular ‘knowledgeable identities’ instantiating
a crucial differentiation between the ontic and the ontological space upon which
psychoanalytic concepts are applied (ibid, p.178). This latter statement, | think,
succinctly summarizes her stance towards the use of psychoanalytic concepts in
research, rigorously thinking about their effects and transformations within the
settings they are applied to.

To sum up, a newly emergent approach in psychosocial studies has begun to
consider explicitly derived approaches from psychoanalysis, using them as tools both
to generate data but also as research objects contributing simultaneously to the
study of psychoanalysis and the study of conducting research in psychosocial studies.
This strand is not concerned with necessarily challenging or expanding hermeneutics
but rather with analyzing different instantiations of hermeneutics and their inherent

assumptions about knowledge productions.

3.5 The Thing(s)
In this section, | have presented three different ways in which the relation of

psychoanalysis to research has been conceptualized as:

* A mode of textual analysis, representative of an argument for disrupting
current trends of hermeneutics in research, or

* A mode of expanding understandings of data generation, and furthering
their implications for data analysis producing new hermeneutics of
communication within the research relation, or

* A parallel object of research itself through the processes of data

generation and analysis.

| position the research reported in this thesis in the third strand of this
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literature review. However, my interest would not have “been” without the work of
all the above scholars, therefore | remain wit(h)ness and without them as | proceed
in the field(s), “aligning” myself with Ettinger’s thinking about relating to an Other.
“Aligning” itself, spatially is not symbolically representative of the relation | am
attempting to construct, however. A more suitable word might be ‘borderlinking” or
‘swerving,” also borrowed from Ettinger (2006).

In the current studies in the psychosocial field, with some exceptions (e.g.
Lapping 2013a,b), there is not much research engaging the Symbolic (the linguistic
choices and their relation to the researcher’s unconscious to put simply here) of the
researcher’s desire within data generation. The researcher’s desire, from a Lacanian
perspective as | interpret it, has not yet been taken into account in the phraseology
of the research questions, in the way the interview or data are generated and in the
manner in which “interpretations” are produced in the data analysis at the level of
signifier, which is attended to in the discourse of Lacanian analyst in the clinic. Thus,
| have found it useful to pair my research about Creative Writing exercises and their
interpretation with a methodology that sets out to explore interpretation, in a
manner that has not yet been attempted in the current literature. This thesis
suggests that it might be productive to explore a Lacanian position as
methodological research orientation, informing both the process of data generation
and analysis and also informing a pedagogy for Creative Writing.

In this section, my purpose, then, has been to bring attention to an
alternative absent (in the available research literature) manner of “doing” the
Lacanian stance, which involves immersing the researcher’s discourse into that of an
analyst, to invoke a presence out of an absence within data generation and analysis.
| wish to argue that this manner of exploring and producing research knowledge
might provide further insights into the dialectics of interpretation and bring
attention to the insecure edifices of knowledge in terms of the desire of the
researcher from the “beginning” to the very “end” of conducting a research
project®.

| should note here that | do not consider using different psychoanalytic

25 Not assuming that the “beginnings” and “ends” can be clearly demarcated.
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concepts in different stages of research as invalid or unreliable. To the contrary, |
think it can be creative and transformative to do so, as long as this is accounted for
in terms of how it affects the negotiation of these theoretical elements in each
stage, as a practice always implicitly constructs a(n) (invisible) theory. In this sense, |
proceed, with what might be thought of as a conservative and progressive
conception of infusing/re-fusing®® Lacanian theory, to introduce the basic elements
of my theoretical framework drawn from Lacan’s theory.

On a transitional note, Wengraf (2001, p.51) suggested that any assertion
about a “reality,” is a theoretical proposition, which is an answer to a question.
Swerving with those in the field before me, | find this statement useful in framing
and developing my understanding of the methodological lens, which | have used to
research the function of Creative Writing exercises on students’ writer subjectivity.
The new question | am posing in the psychosocial studies field is:

What might constitute a Lacanian researcher stance in terms of generating
and interpreting data, which can provide new knowledge about the function of
Creative Writing exercises in relation to students’ writer subjectivities? | go on to
answer/explore this question and multiply it (my research questions), by setting out

some Lacanian aspects of the framework of this study.

26 Using Ettinger’s (2006) theory-mentality to think about applying Lacanian theory.
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Chapter 4

An Architecture of Lacanian fantasy

4.1 Introduction to Theory
The previous two chapters foregrounded my interest in the exploration of Creative

Writing exercises and the use of explicitly psychoanalytically derived approaches for
data generation. Hecq (2013, p.182), in writing about using ideas from
psychoanalytic theory in Creative Writing pedagogy, has argued that Lacan’s
conception of the unconscious ‘as the driving force of language’ is especially
pertinent to the practice of writers, because it shows that language has a significant
role in moulding culture and consciousness. Connectedly, the pairing of this
exploration about writing with Lacanian theory is potentially productive because of
the theory’s specific interest in the hermeneutics of language in relation to the
construction of subjectivity.

The aspects of Lacanian theory | have used are mainly focused around the
concept of fantasy as an organizing structure of the subject’s discourse and of the
subject’s constitution of subjectivity. By “discourse,” | refer to any spoken or written
articulation of a subject. By “subjectivity” | refer loosely to the concept of ego or
identity. Discourse and subjectivity are considered linked because language is
attributed the role of mediating and transforming the experience of being a
subject/person by Lacan. Drawing from this theory, | have attempted to investigate
how the exploration of unconscious assumptions (using the structure of fantasy) in
an analysand’s (person in analysis) speech might be transferred to exploring
unconscious assumptions about one’s writing practice, using the participants’ writing
and their speech about their writing.

Both my methodology for constructing the data (in interviews and in an
experiment course) and my analysis of the emerging data (interview transcripts and
participants’ texts) were informed by some aspects of Lacanian theory. The first part
of this chapter introduces these aspects, building up an introductory account of
Lacanian fantasy, in order to support my account of the methodology and analysis in
the subsequent chapters. The key concepts | explain are the following:

1. The Registers of Real, Symbolic, and Imaginary
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2. Desire and the Other in Alienation and Separation

3. Master Signifier, objet a and note on phallic and feminine jouissance

4. Fantasy a) Structure b) Shift
The second part of this chapter will use the conceptual vocabulary to formulate the
research questions of the thesis.

| begin here with a very brief account of the story of Lacan’s advent of the
subject as a context for my explanation of the above listed concepts. Put simply, one
of the main ideas in Lacanian theory behind the conception of subjectivity is that at
the beginning of the existence of the subject, after birth, the symbolic interaction
the child has with the Other (the Other is understood as language and as the
mOther®’) begins to produce the child’s subjectivity or ego.

This encounter is traumatic as the child/infant has to “relinquish” his/her
mode of being in the Real (the Real being a state before language) enter the
Imaginary realm (using language) and separate from the mother — through the
introduction of a third term — the father (who also stands for the Symbolic order —
the signifier — the entering into language and becoming a social being). An existential
question (“what does my mother want (of/from me)?”) is produced out of this
encounter to which, an Imaginary (because the child cannot know his/her mother’s
desire) answer is produced by the child. This answer is represented by a Master
Signifier, which structures the discourse and the subjectivity of the child (Lacan 2007,
p.671-702). The child identifies with the master signifier in the ways in which her
speech as a subject is structured, producing secondary symbolic identifications,
which then constitute her subjectivity (ibid, p.671-702). This master signifier,
however, in producing these secondary symbolic identifications produces a scenario
of prohibition (Glynos 2008, p.10). Something is repressed: in order to be ‘a,” |
must/cannot not be ‘b.” An either/or assumption is made in the translation of these
identifications as a scenario. Therefore, an automatic existential fantasy is
constructed by the subject, which is a fantasmatic scenario (Glynos 2008). This
scenario lies in the nature of the articulation; in order to say some things, their

opposites are excluded (Bracher 1994, p.113).

27 In some Lacanian texts, this way of writing the ‘mOther’ is usually used to signify
that the mother is the Other.
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In the next sections, | attempt to gradually build an architecture of Lacanian

fantasy gradually weaving it into the context of writing.

4.2 “Lacan’s” Fantasy
This chapter is not by any means a scholarly exhaustive account of Lacan’s theory. It

is intended rather as an architecture for understanding the analysis chapters. Before
coming to the exposition of concepts, | set out four important qualifications about
interpretations using Lacan’s theory of the subject.

First of all, | am interpreting Lacan’s theory mainly using the English version
of his texts and seminars (though not ignoring or being unaware of their French
“counterparts”), most of which are transcriptions of his lectures.

Second, when | refer to Lacanian theory, | accept that in itself this is a
compilation of many theoretical discourses and interpretations. Apart from the
French language “barrier” and at the same time “frontier” that is itself unstable, as
there is no one Lacanian theory, there are divergences in how Lacan’s texts are
interpreted as much as there are common points of interest among its scholars. | will

III

attempt to provide a theoretical picture by including Lacan’s “original” texts (in
English) and will also draw from scholars who have provided particularly accessible
expositions of Lacan’s ideas (e.g. Fink 2014; Evans 1996)%.

Thirdly, Lacan himself expressed his disagreement with providing a system of
his theory, giving the example of Nancy and Lacoue-Labarthe’s reading of his
‘Instance of the Letter,” commending them on the first half of the book and stating

that they erred in the second half by giving a system of his theory (Fink 2004, p.67).

Considering also his approach to Freud’s writing, wanting to consider both early and

28 The first mention of fantasy in Lacan’s work is in Seminar |, Freud’s Papers on
Technique (1953-1954) (Fink 2014, p.39-41). Fink (2014, vol2, p. 39) suggests that it
seems that Lacan has borrowed it from Klein. He suggests that Lacan develops his
own formulation of the term four years later in Seminar V Les formations de
I'inconscient [Unconscious Formations] (1957-58) and that the fundamental fantasy
is elaborated ‘extensively’ in Seminar VI, Le désir et son interpretation [‘Desire and its
Interpretation’] (1958-59) and in later seminars (1958 ‘Direction of the Treatment’
Fink, ibid). There is also the Seminar on ‘The Logic of Phantasy.” | have mostly used
‘Desire and Its Interpretation’ and ‘The Subversion of the Subject and the Dialectic of
Desire’ (Lacan 2006).
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late works together (ibid, p. 67-8), | think that his point about not providing a system
is to do with Lacan’s conception of psychoanalysis as an always expanding and
developing elliptical field, thus not amenable to compartmentalization. This can be
related to his understanding of the lack in the Other, (the Other being here the
system of psychoanalysis), which implies the impossibility of depending on the Other
for a symbolic guarantee of meaning. Connectedly, | am trying to use concepts here
as a springboard for exploration of the psychosocial context of Creative Writing
pedagogy and the written and spoken discourse of my participants, not as a system
externally imposed onto this project; although this is always a risk.

Fourthly, constructing my theoretical explication of Lacanian concepts, | use
excerpts from Lacan’s work “supported” by other scholars’ explication, to develop a
description of the structure of fantasy on a theoretical level. | underline the
particular weight and insight which language and articulation of signifiers have for
Lacan, these being significant aspects of his “method” or approach, which might be
used to construct possible interpretations of symbolic articulations in Creative
Writing. These emphases help me build a rationale for my use of Lacanian
psychoanalytic theory for the generation and analysis of my data (this “application”
of the theory will be elaborated in chapter 5). At the same time, | punctuate the
theoretical narrative of this chapter with Ettinger’s theory (2006) in order to provide
an alternative or supplementary perspective. This is afforded with her theory
because of the pre-symbolic state she has proposed, which refers to a mode of
‘trans-subjectivity’ in the late intrauterine stage of gestation, before subjection. This
introduces a supplementary way of thinking through the relation of “subject and
other,” which is the key relation in the constitution of subjectivity for Lacan. | keep
my commentary about Ettinger mostly on the margins of this text, attempting to
maintain an authorial tension both embracing a Lacanian perspective and implying

“new” supplementary formulations.

4.3 The Architecture of Lacanian Fantasy
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4.3.1 The three registers: Real, Symbolic, Imaginary
The three registers in Lacanian theory are, in a sense, building blocks, to understand

how desire and the structure of fantasy are produced and their relation to language
or the signifier.

As | indicated in the introduction, Lacan formulates the advent of the subject
(after birth) as the traumatic encounter with the Other’s desire. The Other’s desire is
both the system of symbolic representations that exists in society (e.g. language) and
one’s imagined understanding or non-understanding of one’s parent’s desire (Fink
1995, p.xii). This traumatic encounter forms the scenario that triggers the desire —
the wish (in very simple terms) to be a particular kind of subject or — to articulate a
particular kind of subjectivity. The subject becomes subject through experiencing
“reality” (her being-ness/ her existence) in three ways: the Real, the Symbolic and
the Imaginary. These three ways of experiencing one’s “being” a subject become
knotted together through the process of subjection. They produce a particular
subjectivity that the subject takes up “unconsciously,” because a repression of a
particular aspect of self takes place in order to become subject (I explain this further
in the next section). These three ways might be considered psychic platforms, which
feed into each other to construct the subjectivity of the subject.

The Real, as all of Lacan’s concepts can be thought of in several ways. Fink
(1995, p.24) offers one account of the Real as the name we have given to the time
that language did not exist to signify our existence; it is a pre-symbolic place. Evans
(1996, p.1) distinguishes the Real from the Symbolic order explaining that in the Real
‘there is no absence,” whilst the Symbolic is constituted in the binary between
presence and absence. Fink (1995, p.24) gives the example of an infant’s body before
it is toilet-trained, before it is inscribed with pleasure. He invokes the conception of
erogenous zones proposed by Freud, which allegorizes the body of the infant as one
unbroken erogenous zone (ibid, p.24), and analogously extends this conception to
the Real that Lacan proposes:

... the Real is a sort of unrent, undifferentiated fabric, woven in
such a way to be full everywhere, there being no space between
its threads, which are its “staff.” (Fink 1995, p.24)

This suggests that the state of the Real is a state before and beyond

82



symbolization. Once the body of the infant is symbolized — the Real is cut, killed
(symbolically) but this symbolization has implications for how the infant begins to
perceive her body (Fink 1995, p.24). Fink (1995,p. 25) explains the Real is cancelled
out. Language constructs reality; therefore, what exists outside language does not
exist. The Real is outside of language, it ‘ex-sists’ (ibid, p.25).

Although it can be thought of as, in a sense, pre-language, the Real is not to
be thought merely chronologically, but also as that which has not yet been
symbolized, remains to be symbolized, or resists symbolization (ibid, p.25). This is
where the psychoanalyst helps the analysand to articulate what has not yet been
verbalized. In this line of thinking, Lacan theorizes that the Symbolic (the signs that
exist to represent the Real) has an impact on the Real by ciphering, reducing and
transforming it (ibid, p.26).

In a very simple formulation, the Symbolic order is the realm of language,
culture, and laws. Evans (1996, p.203) has indicated that one might think of the
Symbolic register as linked with language — but only the linguistic aspects of it, the
structure and the laws. This is because language has Imaginary and Real dimensions
to it along with its Symbolic dimension (ibid, p.203). Evans (1996) explains that ‘the
Symbolic dimension of language is that of the SIGNIFIER’[my italics, Evans capitals]
(ibid, p.203); this dimension does not include what might be signified by or
associated with the signifier(s). Rather, it includes the signifiers as empty
placeholders — it is a system of signification. The analyst pays attention and attempts
to engage with the Symbolic order of the analysand’s speech (Evans 1996, p.203-4)
to highlight the inherent constructions of meaning — laws of meaning attended to —
in the analysand’s narrative about oneself.

The Imaginary register is produced when the child enters the Symbolic
register and at the point when the child asks: ‘What does my mother (the Other)
want (from me)?’ The guess of the child about its mOther’s desire creates the
Imaginary register: a fashioning of the Symbolic with desire. Evans (1996, p.84)
explains that the signifier is the foundation for the Symbolic order, whilst the
signified and signification are essential to the Imaginary order. The child’s guess in
answer to the question of the mOther’s desire fixes a relation between signifier and

signified. Where in the Symbolic order, all associations to the signifier are possible,
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the Imaginary order closes down these possibilities in the attempt to name or to
know the Other’s desire. This Imaginary fashioning of the Symbolic in the attempt to
name desire is related to the processes of separation and alienation.

The orders of the Real, the Symbolic and the Imaginary are involved in the first

interaction of the child with the other, in the processes of alienation and separation.

4.3.2 Desire and the Other: the processes of alienation and separation in the
constitution of the subject

In this section, | explain the role of alienation and separation in the formation of
desire and how “Other” is conceived or related to in each process. These two
processes give rise to the production of the Master Signifier and the formation of
fantasy.

In alienation, by submitting to the Other, (which, in this case, is language),
the child becomes a subject in language. One must sacrifice some part of one’s Real
in order to come into language. Fink (1995, p.49-68) explains how the child must
submit to language in order to communicate her needs to the Other (p.50). This is
because ‘language,” — i.e. what Lacan calls the Symbolic order, is not the Real —
cannot absolutely be the Real, as it always represents the Real, and in doing so it kills
the Real. Lacan, in one of the many formulations he provides about this interaction,
refers to the child’s encounter with the ‘code’- the Symbolic register or language:

...the first encounter at the synchronic level, at the level of the
simultaneity of signifiers. Here we have what | call the point of
encounter with the code. In other words, it is in so far as the
child addresses himself to a subject whom he knows to be a
speaking subject, whom he has seen speaking, who has
penetrated him with relationships every since the beginning of
his awakening to the light of day; it is in so far as there is
something which operates as the operation of the signifier, as
the word-mill, that the subject has to learn very early on that
there is here a path, a defile through which essentially the
manifestations of his needs must stoop in order to be satisfied.’
(Lacan 2010, p.8)

In this excerpt, in Lacan’s particular expression, as | (imagine I) understand it,
the child has to use a code of the Other at the beginning of his existence. A part of

the child’s needs is sacrificed in being articulated in this code of the Other. This code
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of the Other may also refer to how the mother’s desire is interpreted as it is drawn
away from the child by the third term (the father), which is how we might briefly
describe the process of separation.

This encounter with the Other, on the level of both language and the parent
(as mother), generates the desire for the Other and an Imaginary understanding of
the Other, which brings forth one signifier, or sign which will fuel the subject’s
discourse and becoming. We might say here that alienation is a relation to language
and separation is a relation to desire. Fink (1995, p.50) explains this:

In this sense, the subject is caused by the Other’s desire. This can
be understood as a description of alienation in terms of desire,
not simply in terms of language, though clearly they are but warp
and woof of the same fabric, language being ridden with desire,
and desire being inconceivable without language [...](italics in
original).

Fink refers above to the simultaneity of alienation and separation and thus of
the interweaving of language and desire. To begin with, the ‘cause of the subject’s
physical presence in the world’ is the Other’s desire, the desire of the parents (ibid,
p. 50). The reference to the Other’s desire first above is to the process of separation.
Fink’s explanation links and distinguishes the subject’s ‘confrontation’ with the Other
as words and the Other as desire — both of which are, however, implicated when the
child begins to imagine what the Other wants from it. The Other, usually the mother,
uses ‘signifiers’ to represent her desire, and these signifiers are passed on to the
child to begin to express his or her desires. Nonetheless, these desires are always in
relation to the code of the Other, as it has been perceived by the child.

This leads us to consider how this encounter produces desire and constructs
the subject’s discourse and its operations. | explain next how the Master Signifier is
produced through the scenario of the child wondering about what the Other desires

and a way of understanding it in terms of objet a.

4.3.3 Master Signifier and objet a
The Master Signifier might be understood in two ways. First, | will explain it in terms

of the interaction of the child with the Other as producing a question about the
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Other’s desire. Second, | will suggest how it might be understood in terms of what is
lost through this interaction with the Other, leaving behind a relic of the previously
imagined union, a fantasmatic objet a. Both the master signifier and objet a
contribute to the structure of fantasy, which | explain in the next section.

The subject, in Lacanian theory, both constitutes and is constituted by her
discourse. By subject’s “discourse,” | refer here to any articulation of the subject,
(and as such it is always fading), written or spoken in language, though it might also
include actions, movements, etc. As | have noted, the constitution of the subject’s
discourse arises from an Imaginary question ‘Che Vuoi?’ “What do you want (from
me)?” (Fink 1995; 2004). This imaginary question is “asked” during the process of
separation and an Imaginary answer is provided/imagined, out of which the Master
Signifier or in other words in the trait unaire is produced to represent it. Lacan writes
in ‘The Subversion of the Subject and the Dialectic of Desire’:

Of what answer is the signifier, the master key?
(Lacan, 2006, p.690)

The signifier, referred to above, is the key to the answer for the question:
‘what does the other want (from me)?'* The signifier marks the beginning of the
subject’s existence as subject, and initiates the discourse of the subject and her
knowledge (her conscious and unconscious knowledge of her “self”). This happens in
the process of separation.

The loss of the Imaginary mOther/child relation and the intervention of the
paternal metaphor (the name for the father or the person or thing who draws away
the desire of the mother from the child and thus begins to institute separation)
creates a trait unaire: a unifying or singular trait or the Master Signifier. The trait
unaire affects, through a superimposing structure, the process of enunciating,
creating secondary master signifiers, which are produced out of the subject’s

relation to the Other (Lacan 2010, p.10).

29 The child can elect not to be subjected to the Other’s desire in this struggle with
the parents’ desire and language. This produces psychosis, instead of neurosis, (on
extreme spectra of course). Psychosis might be understood as a subjectivity that is
unanchored to signification and therefore to the condition of subjectivity itself (see
Fink, 1995, p.49, 55).
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Bracher (1994) explains that this unifying trait, established through primary
identification, is then ‘supplemented and extended by various secondary
identifications’ (p.111). This trait unaire establishes master signifiers, symbolized as
S1 by Lacan. These master signifiers, then, create an articulated system of signifiers,
S2 around which the subject organizes his invested identity (ibid, p.111). In the next
chapter (5), | explain my stance in how | have traced master signifiers in the spoken
and written discourse of the participants with regards the organization/constitution
of their writer subjectivity. In the analysis chapters 6,7,8 | consider certain
repetitions of discursive patterns in the participants’ texts and interview transcripts,
which could potentially be interpreted as the master signifiers orienting and
constituting their discourse of writer subjectivity.

The concept of metonymy has also been central to my interpretation of the
link between the master signifiers and writer subjectivity. Lacan has discussed the
effects of metonymical replacements in the construction of signifying chains (2010,
p.10) due to the effect of the Master Signifier. He compares this mode of metonymy
to the effects that are ‘characteristic’ and ‘fundamental’ to those of the ‘poetic
discourse’ (ibid, p.10). Lacan’s comment alludes to the similarity between the way
our own personal Imaginary metaphors constitute transfers of meaning as we talk,
and the way that poetic language produces shifts in meanings of signifiers. It might
be suggested that while the workings of our personal metaphors might be
understood as invisible or unconscious, a poet’s language works “consciously” to
make a meaning: i.e. “the orange moon.” However, it is also possible to argue that
the unconscious associations operate in any text. For example, a particular master
signifier in relation to writing has been identified as recurring thematically (as a
subject-matter referred to) and structurally (how replies are constructed) in the
participants’ responses in their interviews in this research. This master signifier
might be understood as the metonymy of their writer subjectivity.

Another way to explain the Master Signifier is in relation to the objet a (or
Das Ding termed in The Ethics of Psychoanalysis (Lacan 1992, p.51-68)) or cause of
desire. It is fair to acknowledge that this term has various references, but for ease of
reference | will refer to it as objet a. In addition, | am providing here a basic

explanation, though | am aware that it has various nuances in the oeuvre of Lacan.

87



Objet a is the term proposed by Lacan to represent the remainder and reminder of
what was lost in order to become subject through the processes of alienation and
separation (Evans 1996, p.128-9). It could be understood as the Imaginary
objectification of the “answer” received by the Other because this “answer”
produced by the Other can in no way be actually known by the subject, since it is
impossible to know the Other’s desire.

What is lost through alienation and separation is a primordial state, an
imagined affective experience of happiness and harmony. Simply put, jouissance
might be understood as the enjoyable state of being and feeling before one became
a subject, when one was still somehow (in whatever mode) one with the mother
(Evans 1996, p.91-2). It has a sexual connotation in French (ibid). Since jouissance is a
more complex term in Lacan’s theory, at this stage of my argument, | will only briefly
explain here that jouissance is the enjoyment sensed by the subject in a pre-symbolic
state. The second chapter of analysis (7) is dedicated to exploring jouissance in
relation to the written and spoken discourse of the research participants.

Jouissance relates to plus-de-jouir (in English called a surplus jouissance),
which is what the subject can only access of jouissance in her entering of the social
world. This plus-de-jouir is produced through an Imaginary prohibition, to cover
over the impossibility of attaining jouissance (Braunstein 2003, p.138-9). Objet a is
linked to plus-de-jouir, according to Evans (1996, p.128-9).

The objet a is the agalma of the pursuit of the primordial state of jouissance
(Nusselder 2013, p.75) and has been translated onto the ‘sign,” primary master
signifier and further into secondary identifications/signifiers. Bracher (1994) explains
that the objet a for Lacan:

... holds the key to understanding the nature of jouissance and
“what the incidence of the signifier in the destiny of the speaking
being is all about.” (Lacan in Bracher 1994, p.114)

Thus, the ‘destiny of the speaking being’ (Bracher 1994 and Lacan quoted in
Bracher, 1994, p. 114), or who the subject will “be,” what kind of identifications he
or she will make, is dependent on that very “personal” experience of the subject of
(phallic) jouissance before the subject’s instantiation in language — being part of

inducing primary identification and the subsequent secondary identifications. The
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loss of this (phallic) jouissance creates a gap, since the subject is now divided
through alienation from language and separation from the mother. This gap, which
produces anxiety, ‘a lack of being’ (Lacan 2006, p.814), is covered over by the trait
unaire. Consequently, the signifying scheme, created by the secondary
identifications through the superimposition of the trait unaire, is the subject’s
fantasmatic scheme (Nusselder 2013, p.50) covering over this loss of jouissance. The
objet a might then be thought as the objectification of this return to the primordial
state. It is the object of pursuit in the construction of fantasy through the operation
of the Master Signifier in the subject’s discourse.

Distinguishing between the psychic or psychopathological and the
psychosocial setting, | should note here that the master signifiers | identify in my
participant’s spoken and written discourse, are not the primary Master psychic
Signifier of their fundamental fantasy, but rather the master signifiers within their
discourse about writing and being a writer. These master signifiers in their writing
could potentially be part of their larger network of secondary identifications, related
to their Master Signifier of subjectivity. Nonetheless, my exploration remains, as
much as it is possible, within the remit of their writer subjectivity, not interpreting
how these master signifiers of their writing might be linked to the wider patterns of
the symbolic relations arising from the fundamental fantasy of their psyche, and not
going into psychopathological implications.

The term objet a has been a helpful metaphor in my later conceptualization
of the effect of: the exercises and their sequence and my own presence/stance as
contributing to the shifting or fixing of the participants’ writer subjectivities in

chapter 8 of analysis.

(note on phallic and feminine jouissance)
An important clarification here is that because the subject becomes a subject

through separation from the introduction of a third term, the paternal metaphor or
the name of the Father. This jouissance’ is a phallic jouissance, as it is recognized
and instantiated as a loss through the signifier, which is linked to the symbolic
phallus (not biological allusion) (Evans,1996, p.94). Lacan also refers to the feminine

jouissance, which is beyond objet a. Lacan writes of feminine jouissance as
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supplementary to phallic jouissance, and as mythical and beyond words (Fink 2004,
p.158-166).

Ettinger (2006) has written about feminine jouissance as the supplementary
logic of the relation, (not just biological and that is originary) between the becoming-
mother and the becoming-child, referring to the matrix (conceptual term for womb),
not in opposition, but beside the phallus. Thus, if there is an objet a, an imagining of
a relic of a union in the logic of differentiating self from Other, Ettinger (2006, p.86-
7) posits there might be a metramorphic border-link, alongside objet a, representing
this state of part-subject in the womb, which has been repressed, and therefore has
become frightening after its repression. She also has argued (ibid, p.87) that even
though this ‘state,” if state at all, exceeds pre-established discourse, its repressed
memory can be re-invoked and thought about through art. | refer to feminine

jouissance only speculatively and briefly in Chapter 6 in relation to participant A.

4.3.4 Fantasy

4.3.4 a) Structure

The structure of fantasy arises from the presentation of a sign (the Master Signifier),
which, then, produces the process of enunciating and constitutes one’s discourse of
one’s subjectivity. This representation has a particular structure made up of
significations. Lacan suggests this process of construction of the fantasy can be
understood as a defense against helplessness:

You must say that the subject defends himself. This is what our
experience shows us. With this ego he defends himself against
this helplessness, [...] and this is why what | designate for you
here as being this way out, this locus of references by means of
which desire is going to learn to situate it[sic]self, is the
phantasy. (Lacan 2010, p.12)

The subject constructs himself as a speaking subject to defend against this
helplessness of “not being” when confronted with the desire of the Other. In the
context of the quote above, the ego is what is at stake. The helplessness can be
understood as the impossibility of constructing a subjectivity that corresponds to the

Other’s desire, which is ambiguous and impossible to grasp. The desire of the Other
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is ambiguous, both visible and invisible because the signifier is always already
distorting the desire, thus any signifiers presented by the Other are not directly
articulating the Other’s desire. This produces the need to “situate” desire in fantasy.

The fantasy, organized around a Master Signifier, produces a formula for the
production of the subject: “to be someone | must not be someone else,” or in this
context ‘to write like “b” | must not write like “not b”.” This is translated across the
subject’s constitution of signifying chains making up his relation to the other. Thus,
‘I write like “not b”’ might be translated as “not the master signifier,” a prohibition
that the subject attaches herself to when losing the Imaginary union with the
mOther; it is the Imaginary and necessary prohibition replacing the initial scenario of
the impossibility to retrieve the lost objet a, the experience of the primordial
jJjouissance.

Linked to this scenario “to write like ‘b’” | must not write “not b,” the analysis
chapters of this thesis construct an interpretation of writing fantasies. A writing
fantasy might provide a formula for thinking about the use of writing strategies in
relation to unconscious assumptions about one’s writer subjectivity.

The operation of Lacanian fantasy has been used theoretically as a method to
criticize the operation of ideology in political theory. Zizek’s (1989) conception of
Lacanian fantasy in his work The Sublime Object of Ideology has been influential in
establishing the structure of fantasy as a tool for ideological critique in the socio-
political terrain. With regard to signifiers and fantasy in a social context, one of
Zizek’s basic points about ideology and fantasy, arising from Lacanian theory, is that:

It is not the real object which guarantees as the point of
reference and identity of a certain ideological experience — on
the contrary it is the reference to a ‘pure’ signifier which gives
unity and identity to our experience of historical reality itself.
(Zizek 1989, p.97)

The point Zizek makes here is crucial for the analysis of fantasy at a political
level. A signifier is invested upon, which organizes meaning both in the context of
the subject, but also in a social sense in the context of ideology. He thus transfers
the concept of fantasy from a psychic level to a collective level in which individual

fantasies are articulated through the same master signifier.
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In the field of political and discourse theory, Glynos (2008b) has suggested
that the commonality between ideology and fantasy lies at the very aim of both to
provide a sense of suture or wholeness through discursive forms, like the screen of
psychical fantasy covers over the subject’s anxiety of lack of being. In reviewing
some major studies done in workplace practices, (2008b; 2010) he has also
conceptualized fantasy in terms of a fantasmatic narrative, which is followed in
relation to a practice. This is a useful formulation for the structure of fantasy, which |
have used to identify the relation between the signifiers in the discourse of the

research participants about their writing practice in this project.

4.3.4 b) Shift
Evans (1996, p.52) has argued that the Imaginary register produces an illusory fixity

of things. The aim of psychoanalysis is to bring the subject to face the ‘truth of her
desire’ (ibid, p.38). The subject no longer blames the Other, for who she is, but takes
responsibility for her ‘symptom’ (put simply here the different ways in which her
fantasy of subjectivity is acted out in her behaviour/ways of talking about oneself,
etc.).

Fink (1995, p.62) explains the possibility of shifting fantasies by ‘traversing
the fantasy.” According to Fink (1995, p.61-62), the analyst begins to create a rift in
the manner in which the analysand identifies with the Imaginary Other by not being
the Imaginary Other, by presenting an enigmatic stance. Therefore, the analyst
attempts to embody a desirousness, which will not allow the analysand to identify
with the analyst’s own ideals, but rather confront him or her with her or his lack of
being — and subjectivizing, taking responsibility for constructing the Other to
produce his or her desire, that is putting the “I” back into the “it.”

Fink (1995) also has provided a way to understand this shift in relation to
signifying chains and metaphors making up our subjectivity. Our subjectivity is

constituted by a signifying chain ‘against’ which new ‘data’ is processed:

To understand means to locate or embed one configuration of
signifiers within another. In most cases it is a nonconscious
process, as one could desire, requiring no action on the part of
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the subject: things fall into place within the web of multifarious
connections among thoughts already ‘assimilated.” According to
Lacan, something makes sense if it fits into a pre-existing chain.
[...] Metaphor, on the other hand, brings about a new
configuration of thoughts, establishing a new combination or
permutation, a new order in the signifying chain[...] Connections
between signifiers are definitely changed. That kind of
modification cannot occur without implicating the subject. [his
italics] (Fink 1995, p.71)

Our understanding, then, depends on already existent structures of signifiers
in our signifying chain, which have their personal meaning (our Imaginary relation to
the Symbolic order), and which embrace the “external” or Other which we come to
understand, whether that is an experience, the reading of a text or a person. These
signifying chains have been constituted through our initial experience of language
and desire as the Other and they are created by it. If something however shakes up
this status quo order that governs our signifying chain (constituting our subjectivity)
then new connections are made, which inevitably affect our subjectivity. In this
sense, learning might be understood as a shift or formulations of new metaphors in
our signifying chains of subjectivity.

Related to this research context, in terms of “learning Creative Writing” and
engaging with the particular research setting, my initial interest was in whether the
participants’ relation to language might be transformed through engagement with
enigmatic writing activities. Translated into a Lacanian conceptualization of fantasy, |
can rearticulate this as an interest in whether the engagement in such activities
might bring about a shift in relation to certain master signifiers in my participants’
narratives of themselves as writers and/or in their writing.

The initial formation of desire is a mode of subjection to the desire of the
Other, whereas the re-floating of one’s desire is produced through a subjectivization:
‘a process of making “one’s own” something that was formerly alien” (Fink 1997,
p.xii). This process of facilitation can potentially be explored in an educational
context. In this case, the knowledge of Creative Writing produced or resisted in
writing, according to the participants’ writing fantasies, that is what assumptions

they have about themselves as writers to put simply. On a complementary wave of

thinking about Lacanian theory and writing, Hecq (2009; 2013; 2014) has discussed
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the effects of an interactive narrative pedagogy, which uses the particular stance of
a ‘subject not supposed to know’ in the manner in which she ‘communicates’ with
her Creative Writing students, as | have mentioned in Chapter 1. Hecq (2013)
attempts to ‘teach students a relation to language that empowers them by stepping
down from the position of master’ (p.183) suggesting a reflective practice of the
Creative Writing teacher, in order to help mitigate the possibility that students
‘please’ teachers (p.184-5) by embracing writing styles or practices of their teachers.
This approach might be considered an engagement with the students’ and the
teachers’ fantasies about Creative Writing.

On a final note, the analyst’s stance | have described above in relation to
shifting one’s fantasy, is that which is directed towards a neurotic analysand. The
direction of treatment for psychotics is different. In the case of psychotics, where
unlike the neurotics ‘the three dimensions [have not] become firmly tied together by
the formation of a kind of a knot — a knot that [...] Lacan generalized as the ‘paternal
metaphor’ [or process of castration]’ the Symbolic, the Imaginary and the Real are
not held together via castration (Fink 2007, p.263). Put simply, this means they
develop a different relationship to language and desire and potentially do not form a
structure of fantasy because of this relation. This affects how the analyst will
interfere with their speech.

Sometimes, psychotics do not manifest any symptoms because the
dimensions are held for them by a ‘non-standard knot,” (Fink 2007, p.263), e.g. an
artistic activity. For example, Lacan provides the instance of James Joyce who used
his writing to ‘prevent the imaginary becoming completely separated from the
symbolic’ (ibid, p.264),* i.e. when the character of a novel (Stephen) is portrayed as

not feeling attacked as a person when his classmates attack his body, the Imaginary

30 Ettinger’s (2006) conception of ‘trans-subjectivity’ is not the same as a psychotic’s
sense of subjectivity. | think that Ettinger considers that we have aspects of
transubjectivity that can be articulated along side our usual neurotic subjectivity.
Therefore, there is a co-existence of these two relations — the several (experienced
in the womb/matrix) and the binary of self/Other separation or inducing a lack
(through the phallus/the paternal metaphor/the entry into language and separation
from the mOther).
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is not connected to the Symbolic. This kind of knotting through other activities has
been called ‘sinthome’ by Lacan (ibid, p.265).

Hecq (2005) has drawn on this notion in her discussion of anxiety as the
principle that both organizes the act of writing and is fended off through writing
(2005, online no pages). She suggests that a particular way of writing might
constitute a ‘symptom’ that becomes a sinthome (for someone whose knotting of
registers has not happened in the neurotic manner), which provides a modality of
jouissance that allows one to ‘live on” —to stay sane.

In a clinical context, sometimes, the relation of the analyst with the
analysand becomes the ‘sinthome’ for the psychotic analysand, ‘the analyst becomes
witness’ ‘that he can guarantee [..] the new order of tied meanings for the
analysand (Fink 2007, p.265). This indicates that a shift in fantasy does not happen or
cannot happen in the same way for a psychotic, as there is no fantasy as such.
Therefore, a psychotic does not respond to the interaction of the enigmatic analyst
in the same way that a neurotic does. | will be conscious of this difference as |

explain how | constructed my researcher position in the next chapter.

4.4 Research questions for constructing The Fantasy of Writer Subjectivity
“What is écriture (the writing of the ‘writers’) other than a similar

system of subjection, which perhaps takes slightly different
forms, but forms whose main rhythms are analogous?”

(Foucault 1970, p.64)

Foucault seems to suggest above that writing itself is a form of subjection. | would
like to cleave to his statement, both attaching to and moving away from it. Glynos
(2008) and Lapping (2013a) have argued that an articulation of repressed elements
might produce in certain circumstances a transformation or a shift in the mode of
our subjection. That | hope to invoke with my subsequent chapters, and argue that
this might be possible through the particular use of the Creative Writing exercises

and the research pedagogical setting | have designed to research them.
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Drawing from the above sections, in my research questions | am using the
structure of fantasy to wonder how writer-students might engage with the exercises
and the research setting, and whether this engagement might affect their
attachments to master signifiers, which organize their writing fantasy and thus their
writer subjectivity.

Considering that the subject is constructed symbolically through her
relationship with language and desire as Other, the main research question of this
research project is: Is there an effect on one’s writer subjectivity through the
engagement with these six Creative Writing exercises? More specifically, if we
construct our ego/identity®’ through our identifications and dis-identifications in
networks of signifiers, is there a shift or enhancement in one’s constitution of
subjectivity by engaging with these six exercises/games in language and/or the wider
research setting?

One’s relationship with language reveals one’s fantasy of the desire of the
Other, in other words, one’s desire, that is, through a subject’s discourse — how one
visibly or invisibly organizes meaning either in talking or writing (visibly), or reading
or listening (invisibly). Therefore, one’s desire may potentially become manifest via
one’s interpretation of the desire of the Other, that is one’s Imaginary assumptions
of what the exercise requests. These assumptions are linked to the writing fantasy,
and therefore to the writer subjectivity that the writer-student is invested in.
Considering this, we may ask: What is the writing fantasy of each participant, (if
there is any organization of meaning or signifiers at all that might be traced), and
how does the fantasy organize, their spoken and written discourse to display the
subsequent writer subjectivity they are invested in, if it does at all? What is the
fantasmatic scenario followed in the participants’ spoken and written discourse?
What are the master signifiers organizing this fantasmatic scenario in their
discourses?

The enigmatic aspect of language and of the parents’ desire is foregrounded in
the instruction of the Creative Writing exercise-game being ambiguous about what

exactly it requests. We may ask: What role of the Other do these six Creative

311 am using here the term “identity” as interchangeable with “subjectivity,” even
though Lacan does not conflate the two.
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Writing exercise-games play in affecting and/or effecting (or not) the cause of the
desire in the discourse of the subjectivity that participants produce? What role of
the Other does my own stance as a researcher facilitator, the structure of the classes
and the temporality together of this whole project along with the interviews play?

My platform to investigate my participants’ subjectivity through the exercises is
language and more specifically the signifier and chains of signifiers repeating
themselves in their articulations about writing and in their writing. The combination
of the analysis and comparison of the written texts and the interviews of the
participants produced by the research design (next chapter 5) will help me to answer
the question: Are there any differences or similarities arising in the production of
writer subjectivity of the participants at any stage of the research process? What are
the implications of the experimental pedagogy of this research setting for learning
(creative) writing?

In the next chapter, | present the research design and methods of data analysis in

order to show how | attempted to answer-explore the questions | have posed here.
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Chapter 5

An exploration of six Creative Writing exercises via an experiment course and
interviews

‘I always speak the truth. Not the whole truth, because there’s
no way to say it all. Saying it all is literally [materially] impossible:
words fail. Yet it’s through this very impossibility that the truth
holds onto the Real’

(Lacan 1987: 7 in Stavrakakis 2007, p.5)

This chapter provides an account of the methods used to conduct this research
project, a discussion of the methodological stance that has informed the methods,
and finally a consideration of the ethical implications. The chapter has a dual
structure; divided into two major sections. In the first section, | describe the stages
of research in a practical and concrete way, providing a very basic description of the
research design and methods of data collection and processing. In the second
section, | repeat the account of the process of research with a more methodological
focus.

The second section with the methodological focus has two parts. The first
part is a discussion of the underlying theoretical rationale for the construction of the
researcher stance. It deals with the specific similarities of ambiguity between the
instruction of the Creative Writing exercises and an analysts’ stance, the use of some
aspects from a Lacanian analyst’s position for the formulation of questions in the
interviews conducted with the research participants, the course facilitation, and the
use of a researcher diary in order to monitor, record and maintain this particular
stance.

The emergent epistemological implications and ethical issues are presented
in the last part of this second section. This comprises a discussion of the interference
of the Lacanian psychoanalytic stance with the data and therefore the participants’
assumptions about their writing. | also discuss the particularity of this psychoanalytic
intervention using a neurotic relation to language for the stance of the analyst that

was employed in the research setting. The amount of information provided to the
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participants about the research, the extent of anonymity provided by this research in
relation to the participants’ Creative Writing texts, and the nominal use of
participants’ sensitive information in the context of the research are also presented

in the context of ethics.

5.1 Researching six Creative Writing Exercises through a Lacanian Psychoanalytic
Researcher stance and the Derived Research Design

In light of the scarce qualitative data about the use of Creative Writing exercises in
Creative Writing pedagogies in higher education, about learning through writing in
the Creative Writing class and about students’ Creative Writing texts, the research
design was built around the production of Creative Writing texts through Creative
Writing exercises.

The main research objective of the thesis has been to investigate the use of
six Creative Writing exercises, generating data about the writer-students’
assumptions about themselves as writers, about Creative Writing pedagogy and the
exercises’ instructions. Derived from this interest, an additional research objective
has been to generate data that might provide a knowledge-base about the process
of writing as learning in the Creative Writing classroom, which might also give insight
about any shifts taking place in the students’ manner of writing, in order to learn
Creative Writing (through the use of Creative Writing exercises).

| explained earlier that the research interest of this thesis, the function of
Creative Writing exercises in creative pedagogy, is connected to the choice of
methodology, a Lacanian psychoanalytic researcher stance, by the common
denominator of their engagement with “interpretation.”

Lacanian psychoanalytic theory is concerned with engaging a specific kind of
interpretation through symbolic acts of speech constituting the stance of the analyst,
which interrupt the flow of the analysand’s narrative in the clinic. This specific kind
of invisible “interpretation — interaction” by the analyst is concerned with eliciting
and interfering with the inherent interpretations the analysand makes in her
enunciations whilst speaking (Frosh 2010, p.206-7). Thus, a Lacanian psychoanalyst’s
stance works with making “manifest” the operation of symbolic associations in the

analysand’s speech linked with unconscious communications, via never interpretin
Y
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from the analyst’s position as a distinct person or human-being, but rather
constructing oneself as an enigmatic objet a (Bracher 1994, 123-6). This enigmatic
objet a is the position a Lacanian analyst attempts to occupy in the discourse, always
deferring the meaning in order to both elicit and disrupt the particularity of
meaning-making in the analysand’s speech (ibid, p123-6).

In the Creative Writing context, it is possible to argue that the production of
(Creative Writing) texts always involves an interpretation, a conscious and/or
unconscious manipulation of language elements. In order to explore the inherent
interpretations made in the production of Creative Writing texts in this research,
from a non-literary criticism perspective, | have constructed an exploratory
epistemological lens based on the Lacanian psychoanalytic researcher stance of an
analyst in the clinic. To adopt this stance in the process of collection/production of
the data, | used formulations of language that construct an enigmatic, ambiguous
stance towards the research participants in the research setting. Therefore, | was
partially emulating and attempting to transfer some aspects of the use of language
by a Lacanian analyst in the research setting, in order to explore the participants’
interpretations about themselves as writers, their writing in the context of
researching these six Creative Writing exercises.

The research design for the project was a flexible one. | used the following
methods to be analytically discussed below:

* initial interview + submission of participant’s chosen text
* experiment course + submission of texts produced
* final interview + submission of participant’s chosen text

The main methods of data collection chosen — interview and experiment
course — sought to produce spoken and written discourse by the participants, in
order to have a range of data relating to what the writer-student says she does
(interview) and what she actually does (course — writing to exercises).

| have named it an ‘experiment’ because it involved the exploration of the
effects of a particular intervention. Robson (2011, p.94) describes experimentation
as: ‘a research strategy involving: the assignment of participants to different
conditions.” If we consider that the exercises were different “writing conditions,”

then this course might fit this definition of an experiment. Moreover, this course was
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an experiment to the extent that it was designed to enable me to explore what was
produced by a particular intervention — sequence of six ambiguous writing exercises.
As such, it has been a ‘focused’ study (ibid, p.94) though not, of course, a strict
experimental research design as there were no ‘variables’ assigned, nor were
controls spelled out or tested (ibid, p.94). In addition to the exercises themselves,
the use of the Lacanian researcher stance in the process of data generation and
analysis was key in producing the research participants’ relation to language, and in
facilitating my exploration of their “learning in the writing” and any shift that might
be traced through the symbolic relations produced out of their engagement with the

research setting.

5.1.1 Sampling

a) Creative Writing exercises

The Creative Writing exercises | have used and researched in this research project
are the following: “Free-Write,” “Write about This” (a 2 pence coin), “Write to the
following set of Instructions”(see footnote)®?, “Write Using a Voice Opposite to your

n u

Own,” “Use the mirror given to you and write about what you see in its reflection,”

“Write a story using a myth or fairy tale but retell it so that it is changed somehow.”

32 Write to the following set of instructions:

1. Write a metaphor

2. Say something specific but utterly preposterous

3. Use at least one image for each of the five senses, either in succession or scattered randomly throughout the
poem

4. Use one example of synesthesia (mixing the senses)

. Use the proper name of a person and the proper name of a place

6. Contradict something you said earlier

7. Change the direction or digress from the last thing you said

8. Use a word (slang?) you have never seen in a poem

9. Use an example of false cause-effect logic

10. Use a piece of ‘talk’ you have actually heard (preferably in dialect and/or which you do not understand’)
11. Create a metaphor using the following construction: ‘The (adjective) (concrete noun) or (abstract noun)...”
12. Use an image in such a way as to reverse its usual associative qualities

13. Make the persona or character in the poem do something he/she could not do in ‘real life’

14. Refer to yourself by nickname and in the third person

15. Write in the future tense, such that part of the poem seems to be a prediction.

16. Modify a noun with an unlikely adjective.

17. Make a declarative assertion that sounds convincing but that finally makes no sense.

18. Use a phrase from a language other than English.

19. Make a nonhuman object say or do something human (personification)

20. Write a vivid image that makes no statement, but that ‘echoes’ an image from earlier in what you have
already written here.

(Feel free to repeat any of the above anywhere in the poem. Fool around).

9]
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It would not be generally untrue that these six exercises are commonly used in
Creative Writing classes. | was acquainted with them through a book, The Practice of
Poetry (Behn & Twichell 1992), which was gifted to me by a dear teacher-writer-
mentor, when | graduated from secondary school and was admitted to Warwick
University to study English Literature and Creative Writing.

| chose these exercises because these were the exercises | had used in my
Creative Writing classes in Greece, which initially triggered my curiosity about the
different kinds of writings students produced and the students’ responses to them
(students said they wrote differently to how they usually wrote). From a theoretical
perspective, the ambiguity of the exercises was also important, and consistent with

the construction of a Lacanian stance.

b) Setting and Participants
The sampling for the research was purposive. The participants recruited were

Creative Writing students studying for a Creative Writing course in higher education.
These participants were chosen because they were assumed to have a more
developed sense of writer identity, and thus might be able to provide a more
developed interpretation of their own writing. | was also interested in the increasing
institutionalization of, Creative Writing in a higher education institution, which has
become a key site of discussion of Creative Writing pedagogy, and this provided a
further rationale for carrying out my experiment course in an undergraduate setting.

| was introduced by a colleague in my supervising team to a lecturer in a
Creative Writing Department working at a higher education institution, who
provided me with access to the sample of students targeted for the research. The
selection of participants from the Creative Writing course | was given access to was
opportunistic. After getting in touch with this lecturer and informing him of my
research interest and project, he agreed that | email his students to ask if they would
be willing to participate in a project about exploring writing through writing sessions.

Six participants initially replied to my email enquiry. Five participated in the
project, as the sixth one changed his mind before the project. So, the research
participants recruited were 5 in total, two females (M and A) and three males (G, Q

and E), 4 studying for a Bachelors degree in English Literature and Creative Writing

102



and one for Drama and Creative Writing. The participants were all native speakers of

English, though | did not purposively select native speakers.

| provide here three

tables summarizing the main demographic information of the participants in relation

to gender, age, and writing experience.

Table 1: Gender and Degree of Participants

English and | Drama and | Total
Creative Writing | Creative Writing
degree degree
Female 1 1 2
Male 3 0 3

Whilst gender balance was an initial concern when | was recruiting the
participants, | did not attempt to recruit one more female, in order to have an equal
number of female and male participants. | chose to go ahead with this ratio because
| thought that such “imbalances” might not severely impact the setting. As this study
was not investigating “biological gender” in writing, or gender in general, | think this
ratio has been suitable for this research.

Something that has come up in the analysis of the data is that the women in
this research explicitly articulate themselves as much less secure with their writer
subjectivity than the men. | will address this in the conclusion.

Table 2: Age and Gender of Participants

Female Male Total
20-30 2 2 4
30-40 1 1

In line with the age spread on many undergraduate degrees, the ratio here of
1:4 over: under 30 years of age, is broadly representative.

Table 3: Ethnicity of Participants
| did not specifically ask for my participants’ ethnicity but in some cases it

came up in the interview data.
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Mixed/British White/British Total

Female 1 (participant M) 1 (participant A) 2

Male 2 (participants E, Q) | 1 (participant G) 3

| want to point out here that participants E and Q are both British from an
ethnic minority background, but did not directly name their ethnic background.
Participant E referred to it nominally in an autobiographical story, implying he was
not white. Participant Q is not white British, but did not refer to his ethnicity at all.
Participant M mentioned in her interview in relation to her writing identity that she
is ‘half-Caribbean,” though her external characteristics do not directly point to this
ethnicity. Participants A and G are white British.

Finally, | provide here a brief overview of the participants’ experience of
writing and texts submitted and produced in this research setting, drawing from
their interviews in summary.

Participant E is a mature student, who has over ten years of experience of
writing. He explained in his first interview that the reason why he was doing this
degree is because it has always been his wish to write and to cover the gaps in his
education, and because of the texts he likes to read (‘funny but dark’). He likes to
produce texts he would like to read. All of his texts were fiction/short-stories, apart
from three, which he wrote in free-verse in a more poetic style. He highlighted both
in the first and final interview that he ‘cannot’ write poetry.

Participant A is a young woman in her 20s, who said she started writing
because she used to love scribbling lyrics and played music as well. She also liked to
invent imaginary characters as she explained she was an only child. At the time of
the research, Participant A was studying for the Drama and Creative Writing
undergraduate degree. She also explained she has been influenced by contemporary
playwrights such as Tim Crouch, and one of the tutors in the department at which
she studied. Seven of eight of her texts were written as a monologue (first-person
narrator)/poem. One of eight of her texts is a short-story verging on being a long
poem. Participant A seemed to expand her style of writing in two out of eight texts.

Participant M is a young woman in her 20s. At the time she was studying for

the English Literature and Creative Writing degree. She started writing because she
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is interested in political issues, she declared in her first interview, such as ‘eugenics.’
She has also been influenced by her readings of ‘Harry Potter’ (Rowling 1997) and
‘The Amber Spy Glass’ (Pullman, 2000). Her main mode of writing is a simple third-
person narration of a story, which usually has a wider meaning, written in a narrative
style that quickly moves to the resolution or the point of the story. M usually writes
fiction (all of her texts are fiction in the project); though in her interview she said she
also writes poems. M seemed to have shifted her style of writing in two out of eight
texts.

Participant G is a young man in his 20s. At the time, he was studying for the
Drama and Creative Writing Bachelors degree. He explained that he started writing
because he liked drawing comic books in school and because it was an activity that
helped him socialize. He did not mention any authors who might have influenced his
writing. He explained however, that his coming from the ‘deep countryside’ may
have affected the kinds of themes he deals with in his writing and the techniques he
uses in his writing: e.g. description of landscapes, and protagonists who break down
in urban areas. G did not significantly shift his style of writing; he reported in the
final interview that he ‘stuck’ to his style.

Participant Q is a young man in his 20s, who was studying at the time for the
English Literature and Creative Writing degree. According to his first interview, he
combines his interest in science fiction and video games to write, but also has
another writer identity which he uses to explore his emotions, when he writes
poetry according to his interview accounts. Q also explained in his first interview that
he likes the idea of ‘world-building.” All of his texts were dramatically different from
each other, apart from three science fiction genre texts: his first submitted text
before the course began, his sixth produced text, and final submitted text. All of his
other texts were experimentations with different styles.

On a final note, all of the participants seem to link their writing to something
they like to read or to another playful activity that they like to occupy themselves

with.
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5.2 Methods of Data Collection and Processing
5.2.1. Data Collection
This project comprised three phases: Initial Interview Phase, Experiment Course

Phase, Final Interview Phase.

1. Initial One-on-One Interview Phase:
The first phase of the research comprised one-to-one unstructured interviews

with each of the five participants in the project. The interviews took place in a
lecturer’s office space in the department at the university. Apart from the furniture,
it was an empty undecorated office. | arranged an interview with each one of the
participants at a convenient time for all via email. Of course, the individual reactions
that the participants might have had to this space are beyond the control of this
research. However, it is worth noting that it is possible that the fact that it was in the
department where they were studying might have affected our interactions.

In terms of physically placing myself in the room during the research
interview, | sat across from the research participant in a similar chair away from the
office desk. Since the space of the interview was part of an academic setting |
wanted to avoid having a physical obstacle between myself and the interviewee so
as not to imply an authoritative distance. Of course, it may be that for some
participants this may have implied more of an authoritative distance, depending on
their own interpretation of interactions and proximity with academics.

In this first interview, the principal aim was to gather primary data to explore
the participants’ relation to language and Creative Writing, in order to compare to
their produced subjectivity in the final interview and in the written texts produced
through the exercises. | wished to elicit their own particular unique discourse of
subjectivity as related to their desire to study Creative Writing and to write. The
initial question was: “tell me about (how you feel or view) writing?” The interviews
lasted between 30 and 60 minutes. | followed up with questions using the
participants’ own phrases or words, asking them to give an example or “tell me
more” about what they talked about. Sometimes, | repeated a word they used to
encourage them to talk about it further. | wrote any impressions | had before and

after the interview in a researcher diary.
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2. Second Phase: Experiment Course
The second phase produced the main research setting, where six Creative

Writing exercises were presented to the participants in an ‘experiment course.” The
course comprised six sessions lasting approximately one and a half hours each week.
The class took place in the same room throughout the duration of the course. The
room in which this research took place was not within the department building
where the students studied. This may have affected the way students engaged with
the research setting, being an unfamiliar space where they had not been taught
before.

The desks in the class were rectangular tables. | pushed four tables together
every time, so that the students sat on a large shared rectangular table, and | sat
with them on one side, alone. This, in a sense, physically brought the students
together in the writing and discussing. Each of the four tables was long enough so
that there was a “one-person” distance between each person. From my perspective,
the spacing between the students did not seem too suffocating or too isolating. Two
students sat on my left side, two students on my right side, and one student sat
across from me. They all chose to sit in the same arrangement every time, though no
such arrangement had been suggested by me.

My role in the classes was that of a facilitator. The class comprised three parts:
first, the presentation of the exercise instruction, given to the participants on printed
handouts, with the injunction under it ‘you may stop in the next 15 to 20 minutes’. |
also read this instruction aloud to the participants; second, writing to the exercises
(15 to 20 or, in the later sessions 20 to 30 minutes); third, reading and discussion of
texts written.

The fact that | read the exercise aloud could have linked the instruction of the
exercise to me. However, | think this might have been inevitable as the whole
project could be linked to me, as | was the researcher. This also highlights the
blurred boundaries between the tools of pedagogy and the pedagogue. Also, timing
may have affected them with the expression ‘you may stop in the next’ — implying
that they could not stop earlier.

| had a stopwatch with me to monitor the writing time. | informed the

participants of the time constraints five minutes before the writing time was over,
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and asked them to stop writing when the given time had passed. 20 to 30 minutes
was considered enough time, so as to allow time for them to write up to one page,
though | never indicated how little or how much they would need to write.

When the participants finished writing, they were informed in every class that
they had the option not to read their texts if they did not wish. | used the phrase
“any comments?” every time a participant finished reading their piece, to initiate
discussion. | recorded my responses to the participants and anything else |
considered important at the time before, during and after each class in a researcher
diary. | also audio recorded the discussions in sessions 3 — 6.

In the second exercise, | provided a 2 pence coin as the object of “Write About
This.” In the fifth exercise, “Use the Mirror Given to You and Write about what you
See in Its Reflection” | provided each student with a square piece of a mirror which

they could hold in their hand or place down on their desk.

3. Third-Final Phase: One-to-One interviews
A final unstructured one-to-one interview was also conducted with all

participants, in order to generate data that could help me observe whether there
were any differences from their initial stance and its development over the course of
six weeks. | asked them to tell me anything they wished in general about the course,
their experience of it, the exercises, and anything else they wanted to mention.

The interviews lasted between 30 to 60 minutes, arranged at a convenient time
for all participants. Four interviews were conducted on the same day at a different
lecturer’s office space in the department. One interview was conducted three days
later in the same space. This office space was also not a personalized space of an
academic, empty of decorations and any personal signifiers that might point to a
particular academic’s office. | recorded my responses to the participants before and
after each interview in this phase in the researcher diary | kept.

Construction of Project Space: | do not forego here my own ethnicity. | am Greek,
not British yet bilingual (English-Greek) as | attended an English speaking secondary
school (Anatolia College in Thessaloniki, Greece) and program of study (International
Baccalaureate, which awarded me a Bilingual Diploma), and was admitted to the

Warwick University Writing Program through submission of a portfolio of poetry,
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written in English (along with required grades). Because of my subsequent graduate
and postgraduate studies and work in the UK, | have lived almost all of my adult life
in the UK. Thus, | am familiar with the UK culture but not always familiar with the
assumptions a British citizen and native speaker, who grew up in this country, might
have.

Though, | do not believe in having faith in “signifiers” used to determine
one’s origin and boundaries, my hybrid identity might make me more sensitive to
emergent signifiers that others might ignore or over-emphasize. | am aware of how
my ignorance might be helpful on the one hand, and of how it could allow for some
small degree of naiveté in my accounts of the participants on the other. | hope to
address how this might have affected my analysis and interpretations, through my
reflexive and “wondering” writing, and in the data analysis section of this chapter.

The participants were informed minimally of my educational and professional
background: that | am a poet, and that | have a Bachelor’s degree in English and
Creative Writing from the Warwick Writing Program and a Masters in Classics from
University College London (UCL). | did not provide any further personal information
about me, this being part of the wider Lacanian researcher stance that | wished to
adopt in the generation of the data; though the signifier “‘Warwick Writing Program’
may have affected their initial responses towards me. | attempted to be enigmatic
when the participants presented me with personal questions, and used the
researcher diary to also record my personal reactions toward such comments, not
articulating them to the participants. | will provide more detail about this stance in
the second part of this chapter.

Texts: In addition to the data produced from the interview and the classes, | asked
the participants to provide me with a favourite piece of their writing before they
started the experiment course, and one after the course. | processed these to see if
there was a noted difference between the two writings produced outside the class,
before and after the experiment course. | assumed a “favourite” would be a useful
text, as it would be evidence of their interpretation of the features of composition in
a text that they like or idealize, linked with their writer identity.

Recorded Classroom Discussions: After the first class and the discussion that followed,

it became obvious to me that even though class discussion of the texts was not the
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main data to be investigated, it could not be ignored. | decided that it could be used
as a method of triangulating ‘findings,” as it was being generated as part of the
whole research project’s framework: the exercises, the texts that were written and
my own particular stance as facilitator, writer, teacher and interviewer. Thus, |
agreed with my supervisor that it would be in line with the Ethics guidelines
observed to email the participants to ask whether they would give their consent to
be recorded in class discussion from the next class forward. All participants gave
their written consent to the form | provided in the second class, after | had received
their email replies. The recording of the session started after the participants had
finished writing to the exercises, as | did not want the presence of the audio recorder
to affect them in their engagement with the exercise.

Researcher Diary: In order to monitor my researcher stance and provide additional
triangulating data, | wrote diary entries about anything that made an impression on

me before and after the interviews, and before, during and after the classes.

5.2.2 Data Processing
Transcription: In total, 10 interviews were transcribed, two with each participant,

one before and one after the research project. 8 (Creative Writing) texts written by
each participant were used also for the analysis, six produced in class, one each time,
and two submitted, written outside the class, one before the project started and one
after. | have numbered the participants’ responses in both interviews continuously
(e.g. A58, or A105). In writing up the analysis, | use the participants’ letter/name and
number of response to refer to their interview replies. | use single quotes to refer to
their words and double quotes for my words.

Most of the submitted texts were in typed-up form, whilst the texts produced in
class were hand-written by the students. At each session, | took the participants’
hand-written texts, photocopied them and returned them in the following session.

The main data was the interviews and the texts. | transcribed the speech of the
participant interviews in a continuous manner, not assuming-inserting punctuation,
unless an extremely special emphasis was heard in the tone of voice or a pause or
silence could be counted in time. | did not want to assume stops grammatically in

the transcript as | thought these could interrupt “meanings” or associations that
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might not have been connected otherwise if | punctuated them. When there was a
small pause of three to five seconds in the replies, | inserted three dots to indicate it.
For lengthier pauses, | inserted the seconds and the word ‘pause’ in brackets. All
hand written texts from the classes were typed up and saved as files. | took into
account where words were crossed out in the hand-written texts, and included this
visually as crossed out in the typed-up text.

Finally, 1 less formally transcribed the recorded classroom discussions, and took
notes on repeated signifiers (words or phrases or pauses). The notes | took on the
recorded classroom discussions were used to confirm or question any repeated
words, signifiers or ideas that came up in the analysis of the main data. | divided
each recorded session (apart from the 4™ as it was shorter in length) into
approximately 10-minute time slots (e.g. 2" class 23:09-39:30min).

In addition, | used my handwritten diary entries to consider and check on my own
researcher-facilitator stance in the classes, whilst again considering the main data.
One might criticize the use of the interviews and the texts as main data for analysis,
instead of the recorded classroom discussions and the diary entries. However, | think
that the analysis indicates a consistency of meaning-making patterns in each
participant’s discourse in texts and interviews, in the classroom discussions and in

my diary entries.

5.3 Adopting a Lacanian researcher Stance
In this section of the chapter, | discuss how | attempted to generate and explore the

research data by adopting a Lacanian researcher stance, choosing a methodology
that is itself informed by a theory and practice that engages conditions of
“interpretation.” It is possible to argue that Lacanian psychoanalytic practice in the
clinic (and thus its theory), through the discourse/position of the analyst, is
concerned with producing a particular mode of reflexivity in the analysand triggered
by symbolic acts of speech enacted by the analyst. By “reflexivity,” here, | refer to
the specific mode of reflecting about one’s reflections in the Lacanian context. Fink
(2007, p.35) explains that this position interrupts the analysand’s speech, making the

analysand question and think about the inherent assumptions in the “self-narrative”
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she produces, slowly unraveling the imaginary associations and adopting a new
relationship with the symbolic register and its representation of the real. The analyst
essentially becomes the cause of the analysand’s wondering desire (ibid, p.35). This
stance enables the analysand to possibly articulate excluded aspects of her
subjectivity (repressed material) — “new material,” that “breaks” with the usual
structure of the analysand’s personal discourse.

Exploring the position of the Lacanian analyst in a social research setting, my
interaction with the participants was informed by the ways that an analyst speaks to
an analysand to constitute this researcher stance. The idea that an analyst functions
not as a human being with whom the analysand interacts but as a pure function —
maintaining an enigmatic stance — informs the way in which language is used in the
interaction. Next, | start by considering the “request” of the Creative Writing
exercises and its similarity to the “request” of the analyst, the conception of the
interview, the experiment course, the use of researcher diary and methods of data

analysis.

5.3.1 Creative Writing Exercises relation to Lacanian Theory

The Creative Writing exercises that were used in this particular research setting have
an ambiguous instruction, which has some similarities with the stance of a Lacanian
analyst and the original experience of the advent of subject, where the subject has
to guess the “Other’s desire.”

Writer handbooks, which provide Creative Writing exercises and sometimes
writing tips, describe the exercises’ function mainly in relation to producing new
material for writing. There is a paucity of research about Creative Writing exercises.
Ben and Twichell (1992, xiii), for example, write about the exercises included in their
book, not only referring to the six | used:

A good exercise serves as a scaffold-it eventually falls away, leaving
behind something new in language, language that now belongs to
the writer. Sometimes, this new thing will be a real poem. In any
event, exercises can result in a new understanding of the relation
of image to meaning, or a way into the unconscious, perhaps a way
of marrying autobiography with invention, or a sense of the
possibilities of the various kinds of structures, [...] [e]xercises can
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help you think about, articulate and solve specific creative
problems. Or they can undermine certain assumptions you might
have, forcing you to think —and write — beyond the old limitations.

The authors above describe how these exercises might help a writer’s
understanding of her practice of writing. They go on to say that exercises can be
‘provocative, challenging and often entertaining [...] engaging on several levels, and
should necessitate the breaking of new ground’ (ibid, p.xiii). All of these descriptions
may well describe the (Imaginary) experience of the writers, teachers and students,
but what concerns this research is: how can we explore the basis of these claims?
What ‘way’ into the ‘unconscious’ do these exercises plough through, breaking ‘new
ground’? What does ‘good’ mean in the context of Creative Writing, of writing, of
being a writer? For whom is a writer writing? Curtis (2009, p.106) has criticized the
conception of the “unconscious” invoked in Creative Writing pedagogy handbooks
discussing “how to write,” suggesting it is ‘under-theorised’ and ‘over-simplified.’

The common element in all of the six exercises used in the experiment course
is a playfulness expressed through an ambiguity. The ambiguity is constituted in the
uncertainty surrounding exactly what the student is being asked to write. The
instructive phrase, for instance, “write about this,” is ambiguous in relation to the
unspecified object of the writing — even though an object is presented. So, there is
an uncertain directive given, which depends on the student’s understanding of the
Other: as language, which relates to the student’s writer subjectivity.

As | have already suggested, the ambiguity of exercise might be thought as
analogous to the ambiguity of understanding the Other’s desire in our originary
experience of becoming subject and with the Lacanian analyst’s stance. In Lacanian
theory33, the way we understand relates to the connections/associations we make in
the chains of signifiers that constitute our fantasmatic ego. By “signifier,” here |
mean the symbol of language or concept that it represents — but which always
stands for something else. Stavrakakis (2007, p.42) explains this instantiation of the
subject in signification processes:

From a psychoanalytic point of view, reality, the human world, is

** Though as | have qualified in Chapter 4, there are many interpretations of Lacan’s
works and thus constructions of Lacanian theory.
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‘upheld, woven through, constituted, by a tress of signifiers.’
Reality always implies the subject’s integration into a play of
significations (lll: 249). The whole of human reality is nothing
more than a montage of the symbolic and the imaginary
(seminar of 16 November 1966), an articulation of signifiers,
which are invested with imaginary — fantasmatic — coherence
and unity.

Stavrakakis insinuates here that to be subjects in language, to communicate
socially, we subject ourselves to an incomplete yet almost automated system of
already sedimented preconceptions, which constantly re-present and reproduce
themselves in our quest to keep our desire moving towards our “ideal ego,” which is
produced by our cause of desire: to speak, to write, to listen and to read. Every
student, even though they follow the pathway provided by the exercise — for
example, to “free-write” — will interpret the instruction in a different way and write
something different. The difference in writing will be dependent on, for example,
how they view the construction of a sentence: one may write three nouns, another

V{4

may write a “proper” “subject verb object” sentence. In this way, they reveal their
particular relation to the Law of the Letter (the rules of the Symbolic register as the
participants perceives them) from a Lacanian point of view. Their particular relation
to the Law of the Letter reveals their desire to write, represented by a structure of
fantasy specific to each participant.

Going back to the exercise’s enigmatic desire: this type of ambiguous
instruction, then, induces the student to engage with a certain request for writing
that is open to his or her interpretation, which is similar to the enigmatic space
constructed in analysis and partially with the original experience of the advent of the
subject. Like the Creative Writing exercises’ enigmatic space, the eliciting of the
subject’s relation to language from a Lacanian perspective constituted also the

rationale and informed the technique | used to construct my stance in the interviews

as an interviewer and in the classes as facilitator.

5.3.2 Conception of Lacanian researcher interview and experiment course
The main principle upon which my researcher stance was constructed was the

specificity of the interaction between a Lacanian analyst and an analysand. |
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attempted to adopt as much as is possible the position of a Lacanian analyst as a
researcher and interviewer. This position was informed by the understanding that an
analyst maintains a pure function towards the analysand, and does not engage the
analysand with the analyst’s Imaginary interpretations, thus enabling the analysand
with the analyst’s enigmatic stance to produce material that represents the
analysand’s Imaginary relation to the Other (a transference), which is slowly
unraveled via the interaction of the analyst’s specific attention to the analysand’s
speech. Laurent (1997/2006, online no pages) explains how a trained psychoanalyst
does not impose his fantasy onto the analysand:

Lacan's formula that the subject receives his own message from
the Other in inverted form includes both the deciphering and the
wish to act upon whom it is that one is addressing. Ultimately,
when an analysand speaks he wishes, beyond the meaning of
what he says, to reach the partner of his expectations, beliefs
and desires in the Other. He aims at the partner of his fantasy. A
psychoanalyst, enlightened by analytic experience about the
nature of his own fantasy, takes this into account. He restrains
from acting in the name of this fantasy.
My specific interaction with the research participants in the interview and
classroom context was concerned with not becoming ‘partners in their fantasy,” both
eliciting their relation to Other, which is constitutive of their fantasy, but also at the

same time subtly subverting it.

a) Conception of Interview

Starting with the interviews, in using a Lacanian psychoanalytic orientation, | am
assuming that researcher and interviewee are co-producing meaning together
(Clarke&Hogget 2009, p.8). My use of Lacanian psychoanalytic techniques of the
analyst on a wider spectrum is in line with the work of Hollway and Jefferson (2000)
assuming there is unconscious communication, transference, and
countertransference, which require a particular phrasing of questions such as using
open-ended questions, eliciting story, avoiding using ‘why questions’ and using the
respondent’s ordering and phrasing (Clarke&Hogget, 2009, p. 9-10). Clarke and
Hogget (2009, p. 11) refer to Wengraf and Chamberlayne’s argument of the

importance of making the distinction between what is said in the ‘story’ of the
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interview and the ‘lived life.” From my Lacanian perspective, this points to the
nuanced aspect of the unconscious censorship (from a psychoanalytic perspective)
or the already inherent interpretive element in any interview account. The
participant is always (consciously or unconsciously) interpreting what he or she is
“supposed” to answer to a research question. For this reason, | have considered my
interviewer stance key to the eliciting of data for this project.

| constructed an open-ended free-association interview to allow the participants
to structure what is discussed, so that any unconscious motivations or indications
towards their relation to Creative Writing and themselves might be “revealed,”
without suppressing or shaping these through a traditional form of interview (see
Clarke&Hogget 2009, p.9-11). At the same time, my use of psychoanalytic theory in
the interview approach was not aiming to expand an existing established form of
qualitative interview in social research (not Hollway and Jefferson’s ‘free-association
interview’ (2000)) but to produce and explore a new approach based on the stance

of the Lacanian analyst.

i) A researcher who is Not signifying something:

In order to attempt to construct a Lacanian interviewer position, | employed
“language” in a specific way to produce my interaction with the participants: being
abstract with my initial question, asking questions based on their phrasing, not
interpreting their replies to my questions, not providing approval or disapproval of
their replies and punctuating their speech at points to elicit more material.

To begin with, | remained as general as possible in terms of my initial
interview question (demand). In this way, | attempted to elicit the participants’
associations to the signifier ‘writing,” in line with the idea that the analyst should not
become partner in the fantasy of the analysand. | asked each of my five participants
to: ‘tell me about writing” or ‘how they view or feel about writing.” | alternated the
phrase, so that one participant could not inform the other of the specific phrasing
that was used to conduct the interview. In the last interview, | asked if they had any
feedback about the course or anything they wanted to say to me or in general.

When the participant stopped speaking, would “run out” of an answer, |

would attempt to pick up on their last phrase, or a word they had used in their
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response and ask them to elaborate on that. By not telling them anything specific |

mean that | avoided using my own words, which would have a personal (in Lacanian

III

terms: Imaginary) “individual” meaning for each of the participants and would make

them assume something about what | wanted to hear as a researcher in the
interview. | was hoping that their first response to the open request ‘tell me about
writing’” would also be a clue as to how they come to grips with the lack of the
signifier, which means a lack of giving a name to something and what “name” or
signifier or thing or object or concept, however one may call it, they would come up
with first. So, | took their initial response about ‘writing,” that is the first signifiers

they associated to “writing” as related to their individual “writer subjectivity.”

ii) Using open questions and phrases:

Below is an example of an “open” phrase and of using the phrase of the participant

to initiate the interview:

Z: I'll just say again that the purpose of the interview is to get to
know you better with regards your writing and language. So let’s
start off and see if you can tell me about um how you feel about
writing?

Participant E: okay well
Z: or view writing, Creative Writing

Participant E: um well | like writing, I've wanted to write for a
long long time um probably since | was a kid | never really did
anything about until about till about ten years ago when | started
doing Creative Writing courses ... | enjoy writing | mostly try and
write well originally | wanted to write fantasy fiction um but I've
been drawn more towards writing humorous fiction, although
quite often the fanta ... some aspect of fantasy might be, it’s the
sort of thing I like to read um | have been so | have been writing
for about ten years I've been writing fairly seriously for a six or
seven years and | came to do a course at [Anonymous University]
more because | wanted to improve my knowledge of English
Literature so ... [...J>*

** | am not including the rest of the reply for brevity.
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Z: mmm you said fantasy, so when you say fantasy, what is it,
what kind of fantasy are you referring to? (participant E, first
interview, April 2012).

In asking the question as above, | intended to generate data that produces
directly or highlights the participants’ individual interpretation of what | am asking
and their first associations of what writing is for them and others. Of course, this is
not to say that “I’ as “Zoe,” as a physical appearance, or as a researcher and
“named” in letter as poet do not have an effect on what the participant replied to
me. It is inevitable that any reply (at least initially) is co-constructed with the person
who asks the question, if not with spoken or oral signifiers, with visual signifiers that
might be operating unconsciously on both sides. My own anxiety is reflected in the
initial question, in the excerpt above, where | do not manage to be short and
absolutely abstract, in fact | insert a “condition”: “let’s see if you can..” |
compromise and rephrase because | do not feel comfortable with my identity as this
“Lacanian” researcher yet, though | was not completely conscious of that at the
time.

Studying all of the interviews | have conducted, | did not manage absolutely
to be ambiguous or “pure function” in my formulation of questions. Indeed, | don’t
have any training, and this was my first experience of carrying out research
interviews, so to have maintained such a pure stance would have been an impossible
task. My aim, though, was, to infuse my approach with a dialectical stance that
informs a Lacanian psychoanalyst’s practice of working with the Symbolic of an
analysand’s speech.

To explain the difference, for example, | did not say: ‘tell me about writing’
and remain silent, which might be, from a strict perspective, an application of
Lacanian technique. This relates to ethics. As Cartwright (2004) has pointed out, the
interests of the analysand differ from the interests of the research participants. So,
when transferring such concepts used in the clinic, one must consider the ethics of
research towards one’s participants and the setting to which this concept is
transferred. First of all, | did not want to upset my participants by appearing

completely unresponsive in the context of a research interview to their questions

about what they were being asked. So, | rephrased my questions, if | needed to.
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Certainly, being in an analysis session, the expectations of the analysand are
different from those of a person being interview for educational research.

A second ethical issue that relates to the above is that one must appreciate
that the participants had not signed up to be “psychoanalyzed” but to provide
research in an educational setting. Therefore, | did not find it ethical to absolutely
“apply” at all times a Lacanian response style of ‘hmm’ or silence, and attempted to
reflect about it within the interview. An absolutely directly transferred
decontextualized approach could potentially have put the participants’ under
significant psychic stress and would involve more than an engagement of Creative
Writing knowledge from their part. It would involve also a more intense
psychological engagement. The approach of the ‘discourse of the analyst,’” in fact, is

part of the engagement of psychoanalytic therapy.

iii) Not identifying or Disagreeing with.
Lacanian psychoanalytic technique arises from the notion of not symbolizing

“anything” or something to the analysand, so as to maintain this pure function for
the productivity of the analysis, in order to become the cause of the wondering of
the participant’s desire. This means that one does not identify or disagree with or

provide any opinion to the analysand:

Lacan rather than seeking to satisfy the patient’s passion for
being which can be satisfied through identification — tries to get
the analysand to encounter her manqué-a-etre (lack of being,
failure to be, want-to-be). The analyst should strive to bring the
analysand to encounter the absence of a signifier in the Other, a
signifier given by the Other that can take her under its wing and
justify her existence, say why she is here and what her purpose
[...]. It is a misfortune to identify with someone, for it keeps me
from grappling with and going beyond my lack of being. (Fink
2004, p.37)

By not identifying with the analysand, the analyst allows the analysand to
become more reflexive about what she says, about what she thinks she is.
Essentially, in the course of the analysis, the analyst instigates with her stance the
desire in the analysand to go further and to wonder about one’s assumptions about

who one is or what one says. Taking this idea into a setting for an interview, |
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thought that by not identifying with the participants | would allow for the interview
to “move” by itself and not “move” according to my “desire” of what | like or
wanted/expected to hear about. For example, one of the participants, A, repeatedly
said how badly she articulates herself. One would suppose that a teacher or a friend
would reassure her. | attempted to remain silent for as along as | could, making
‘hmm’ sounds to let her go as far as she wished to talk about this:

A26: [...] | write about quite a lot and not being able to articulate
myself, which is something | really struggle ‘cause | can never say
what | mean and | think writing in a poem in a kind of a frustra ...
flustered style is quite a nice challenge cause it gets all down and
| have to force it into like two columns or something like that
which is nice because when | speak | just kind of ramble and
enter say quite what | mean and a lot of my poems have kind of
a turnaround poem moment where | start to go a bit kind of mad
and never say what | mean yea ... | think it’s about being | used
to do a lot of | looked | do drama and Creative Writing so | used
to do a lot of performances and | loved having a script cause as
soon as | learnt the lines | knew them | could just say them but
um ... and to an extent improv ... improvising was fine too if | was
a character but have | am having to be myself writing a poem
about myself | found it very hard at first | could never say what
without sounding kind of drippy and slushy and pretentious and
horrible like a lot of my early writings were just kind of really like
self indulged rambles about me feeling | don’t know ... | am an a
only child no friends [change of voice as if playing a character)
back to normal voice] that kind of thing it was just so dull like |
hated reading it back so | just kind of threw them away and
started again ... | think so a lot of my friends have kind of a slight
point of humour in them hopefully as you see the person kind of
standing there in front of you knowing what they’re going to say
or se they’ve rehearsed a poem but maybe having no idea what
they’re talking about ... if that makes sense ... it’s quite a lot of
things there

Z: you said flustered and it’s about ... putting all of these into one
form so you ... do you find pleasure taking this feeling of all over
the place and then

A28: yeah ...

Z: and making aesthetics of sound that kind of brings something
beautiful out of it?
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In this excerpt, | attempted to use two techniques. First, | did not reassure
the participant about how she articulates. Second, | picked up on a word that
seemed to disrupt her reply. | have not noted the silence from my part in the excerpt
above, but it is insinuated in the long excerpt presented/ spoken by the participant.
There were points in her reply where | could have inserted a question but decided to
remain silent. One point would be to tell her she articulates just fine; another point
would be “oh what you have said is fine there are not too many things there” or
“that is okay this is all very useful.” Instead, | attempted to transfer/apply another
analysis technique: | picked up on a possible slip of tongue: ‘frustra’ she then said
‘flustered’. At the same time, | am making the “mistake” here to ask ‘do you find
pleasure’ assuming that the word ‘pleasure’ might indeed be what A is feeling when
describing what she is doing, and then subsequently | named her practice as ‘making
aesthetics of sound [which creates] [...] something beautiful.” My technique was not
completely Lacanian from a purely clinical perspective. | explain the notion of picking

up disruptions next, and discuss this issue in the final part of this section.

iv) Highlighting and Repeating Slips of Tongue:

‘Scansion” and picking up on slips of tongue is another Lacanian psychoanalytic
technique used by practitioners to highlight features of speech in their analysand
(Fink 2007, Chapter 3). | attempted to do this with my participants in order to help
them further elaborate Other parts of what they said, which usually are not the main
content of what they say. | thought this would provide additional information and
elicit material that | could analyze and study as their ‘writer subjectivity.” For
example, | repeated to a participant a word he used to talk about what he likes to do
with his writing, and this repetition seemed to bring out a response that indicated
some sort of blockage in relation to articulating to this signifier:

E19: well | like ... okay so ... okay | write because | like making
people laugh because | like making people | suppose either sad
or scared but not in a sense [pause] way um and | quite like to
shock people at times as well which might give them a story
slightly and [pause] | just feel good when I've sort of managed to
create a story that does all those things ...

Z20: okay ... um you said shock you like to shock people why do
you think you enjoy that?
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E20: um maybe shock’s a bit of a strong word, maybe shock’s a
strong word | mean | don’t particularly write horror

In this instance, | am picking up on the verb ‘shock’ and | am mirroring it back
to the participant, yet | also make the “mistake” of assuming he takes pleasure in
‘shocking.” At the same time, this is not a ‘mis-take’ because this pleasure might
indeed be a kind of a ‘jouissance.’ | will elaborate in the second chapter of analysis
how this particular instance might have elicited excluded signifiers of the
participant’s writer subjectivity — which, through the process of the interview, and
later on in his writing began to be verbalized and symbolized in his speech and texts.

To summarize, the above techniques of producing a specific interaction
through the medium of language used in psychoanalytic practice have produced a
particular Lacanian interviewer stance, which has generated a specific form of data
that is eliciting the participants’ desire but also subtly operating on it in their
articulations.

It is important to note again that | do not claim to have exhaustively been a
Lacanian interviewer at all times, as | was constantly negotiating the difference of

space (clinic versus research setting) in my attempt to construct this position.

b) Conception of the Experiment course
In producing a Lacanian facilitator stance in conducting the classes, | took into
account Bracher’s point of view that learning is interfered with or motivated by the
threats to or the support of the student’s identity (Bracher 2006). | wanted to be
careful not to influence the notions the students might have about themselves or
Creative Writing or what they are meant to be writing by revealing to them my
personal opinions, likes and dislikes.
The structure of the class, as mentioned earlier, was made up of three parts,
first presenting the exercise to the students, second, asking them to write to it for 20
to 30 minutes, then third, an optional reading and discussion of texts written in class.
In terms of my stance in presenting the exercise, if a participant asked me
what was meant by the writing instruction given to them, | replied “whatever you

think the exercise requests.” This ambiguous reply was part of my attempt to
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construct the enigmatic Lacanian psychoanalytic researcher stance in class, which
confused the participants about my desire for the research and the class, was
potentially eliciting their own assumptions about what was being asked.

In terms of my stance as a facilitator in the class discussion, | attempted not
to “demand” they participate. Whether they opted to participate each time or not
was considered part of the data generation. After the students wrote, | would ask if
anyone wanted to read but also remind them that they did not have to read.
Participants, of course, reacted to this in different ways. For instance, in his final
interview participant G told me that there was no choice for him not to read (G90).
After a student read their text, | would ask: “Any comments?” to initiate the space
for the discussion. | facilitated the discussion but did not respond with my own
opinion to their statements about their or others’ work®>. For example, after a text
had been read by one participant, another participant commented that she found
the text ‘quite masculine’. | asked “What is masculine?” One might say that | did not
lead the class as a facilitator towards a certain learning objective in a conventional
way, pointing out what is “right” in the practice. For example, considering more
analytically what mode of writing might be named as “masculine” by the participant
could have become a discussion about authors who have written in a masculine style
for instance. | did not go into this.

Another example of my stance relates to an instance when a student referred
to me in one of his texts in the 5th exercise, when the students used a mirror, and in
his comments after reading the texts. | did not ask why, | allowed him to talk about
what he wished to, when it was his turn to comment. However, | did fall into the
Imaginary register of telling him that even though he said | could not see him in his
text, | did actually see him writing about me. | did not have to say that, yet this
participant elicited in me my own insecurity of wanting to be in control, even though
there was no “need” to assert it. | refer to this incident in relation to the
participants’ overall engagement with the setting in Chapter 7.

| am aware that the particular way | contributed to the discussion had

different effects on the participants. My perceived silence, as a “seminar tutor,”

351 had decided that | would interfere only if someone spoke negatively or attacked
another student, but this did not happen.
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being just a facilitator of discussion, might have been interpreted in different ways
by the participants. For example, participant M in her final interview thought that |
was silent more than usual because the data had to be ‘accurate’ (M257). Participant
A, on the other hand, said | was not as silent as another tutor of hers about whom
she complained: ‘Il am paying a lot of money and | don’t want to just sit there in
silence’ (A184). This statement could easily have been a displacement about how A
felt in terms of the project | ran, but maybe not have felt consciously or
unconsciously at liberty to tell me. The tutor, whom A described, got angry when her
silence was met with the students’ silence. It is very unlikely that a psychoanalyst will
get angry if the analysand does not talk, as this would most certainly be counter-
productive to the analysis (the psychoanalyst would then begin to formulate a
demand towards the analysand, acting on the analyst’s Imaginary assumptions). As
Lapping (2013a) points out in her exploration of her reactions to a research
participant, articulating to the participant how the researcher feels about what they
have said can be an imposition of a demand of the researcher’s desire on to the
participant.

| wanted the stimulus, which would potentially affect the participants, to be
the Creative Writing exercise and the enigmatic research setting of the interview and
the class, not my own emotional contribution. At the same time, my own “non-
contributing” position has potentially affected the participants in what they have
produced. The analysis seems to indicate that it has. | explored my stance as the
course was run, and looked to generate data in the form of a research diary
(discussed next), which could provide me with useful insight about my “non-
contribution.”

To consider the effects of the class discussion, | asked about the discussion in
the final interview. The class discussions, which | decided to record after the first
session was another helpful form of data, which allowed me to “triangulate” any
repeating opinions or themes or disruptions across all data. In psychoanalysis, too,
“triangulating” is important: the more an analysand talks, the more “data” the
analyst has to extrapolate associations of signifiers, appearing in different phrasings
or syntaxes, or whatever context might be repeated, containing a similarity or

anomaly to the usual organization of the analysand’s speech. Of course, the material
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produced in analysis is much more in-depth and arises out of a long-standing
relationship with the analyst, compared to the relatively short time-space of this

research (around 8 weeks in total).

c) Research diary
| used a research diary as a record and a depository to note and “disperse” my own

affective reactions to the participations, which potentially related to my Imaginary
interpretation of what the participants were communicating to me either on the
level of texts, or interviews, or class discussions. The researcher diary helped me
construct a particular mode of reflexivity, where | did not harness my affects as clues
to interpret the participants’ motivations or unconscious communications, in
contrast to researchers who trust their affect in relation to interpret participants’
responses, e.g. Clarke (2002). This mode of reflexivity, which has not been
particularly explored in the research interview setting, except for Lapping (2013a),
allowed me not to interfere with my participants’ responses in a way that would
impose on them my own insecurities and desires about this project. The alternative
approach is a legitimate one too. However, | was interested in exploring a
consistently ambiguous setting, my stance and the exercises, asking a different
guestion about the relation of the researcher with the researched and producing
corresponding data, which mapped this conception.

Conducting the interviews, and being a facilitator in the classes with a
Lacanian psychoanalytic approach was a difficult objective to accomplish, mainly
because | had not done it before and also because of my personal experience of
psychoanalysis, which has given me an understanding of how complex the
profession of a psychoanalyst is from an emotional/ personal perspective.
Psychoanalysts have their own psychoanalysts in order to maintain their professional
(not personally involved) stance with their patients. Even though at the time | had

began my own analysis®® in January 2012, for personal and professional reasons

36 My personal analysis is not with a Lacanian psychoanalyst. This eventually proved
quite useful, | think, as it made me aware of the Lacanian position by looking at it
from a positive angle of difference.
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(which did help me with finding out more about my reactions to the participants,
and maintaining a questioning stance towards the reactions | had), | used a research
diary where | wrote anything | felt about the interview with each participant and the
classes before and after.

These entries are not the main data of my project but in the process of
analysis they have been used as a kind of triangulation, to trace how my own
emotions/signifiers about the research process have appeared or not in the data and
how they may have affected my interpretations initially. Also, if something specific
happened in a class or interview (for example, a student going out of the class in the
middle of the exercise), this was taken into account in terms of their interaction with
the exercise. When | was re-reading the research diary entries, | acted like my own
impossible “psychoanalyst,” using the entries as a material to develop a reflexive
force about the way | conducted myself as a researcher and facilitator. For example,
| became convinced during a class that a student was trying to sabotage my class and
my project because he had been late three times in a row and this time he had left
the class in the middle of the exercise and had come back after 15 minutes, when
the time allocated to write was almost over.

Lacan explicitly says that the analyst must not allow one’s personal Imaginary
feelings about the analysand into the psychoanalytic setting, because then the
analyst starts representing something to the analysand (Fink 2004, p.32). So, for
some unknown reason to me, participant Q acted in this way. It may have been
related to me or the exercise(s), or to circumstances unrelated to this research. If |
had expressed my insecurity to the participant about him “trying to sabotage” my
class, then | might not have been able to “interpret” his reaction for what it “really”
was. Fink (2007, p.132) explains Lacan’s position on resistance:

Lacan (2006, p.595) decided to adopt a point of view
diametrically opposed to that of many contemporary clinicians
when he said ‘there is no other resistance to analysis than that of
the analyst himself,’ the idea being that when analysts are
inclined to conclude that the analysand is resisting, it is often
their own failing, not his.

Transferring this idea to the setting of this research, essentially, by

interpreting that Q’s reaction to the particular exercise was a resistance to the
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research setting and myself, | had created the “resistance” myself. In fact, whatever
Q’s intention was, it did not matter, as it was part of the data produced in this
research setting. Later on, | found out in my final interview with him that he, in fact,
struggled with what kind of writing he wanted to present to me because of other
issues he had in other courses. His particular engagement constituted his reaction to
the research setting. By not agreeing to go into the “struggle” with him about what
to do in the setting — e.g. ask him to return to the class immediately — | allowed him
to face this “struggle” himself and his potential confusion or conflict about what he
wanted to do. At the same time, | also seemed to have allowed him, as the analysis
will indicate, to continue his fantasy of ‘straying from preconception” — which is
something he seemed to enact and name in his writing, mode of attendance and
commenting. So, having the research diary to write my reactions to the participants
helped me maintain my Lacanian stance, hone my understanding of my own
development as a Lacanian social researcher and provided additional records of
incidents from the perspective of the diary.

Considering the specific interaction with the participants and the type of data
elicited, | would like to highlight that this manner of being a researcher does not
necessarily make the data more or less reliable; it does generate data that
potentially has not been investigated before in this setting. In addition, | think that
my imperfect Lacanian stance (imperfect from a clinical perspective, as | think it has
been transformed), is still useful because | have been able, as far as is possible,
through my own personal experience of analysis and the research diary to become
aware of my own anxieties about the project, and to consider their effect in a

research setting.

5.3.3 Analysis of Data using a Lacanian researcher stance
| want to briefly narrate here how | “found” the way to conduct the analysis. There is

current literature about ways of “doing” Lacanian discourse analysis (e.g.
Parker&Pavon-Cuéllar 2014). (Parker and Pavon-Cuéllar’s edition on Lacanian
Discourse Analysis was published in 2014). Unlike Frosh (2010) and Parker (2005),

my intention in using psychoanalysis for research was not to disrupt modes of
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presenting interpretations of the psychosocial element drawn from social data. My
intention was to provide new insight about the engagement with Creative Writing
exercises via an exploration of the processes of interpretation and the symbolic
operations that constitute it in the research process.

So, the mode of analysis was not immediately obvious to me, in spite of my
Lacanian psychoanalytic orientation. | did not wish to impose a particular
psychoanalytic interpretation of the participants’ writing or of their interviews,
wanting to move away from criticisms of ‘psychopathologizing’ the research subjects
(e.g. Frosh 2010). Nor did | want to construct a literary criticism of their texts, as this
would be stepping into a particular ideology of composition such as formalism. In
fact, the analysis might step into formalist commentary at some points, when |
mention writing techniques in the analysis chapters. | discuss this in chapter 9. The
analysis | have created also produces a hybrid genre of writing between sociological
analysis using psychoanalytic concepts and some aspects of literary discourse to
describe the participants’ composition techniques. To construct such an analysis and
also write its account has been a difficult feat, as | pointed out in Chapter 1 briefly.

| struggled to and fro between the participants’ interviews and what they
wrote looking for differences at many levels (words, metaphors, verbs, stories,
themes, symbols) — all of which led me to an impasse. Nothing | analyzed was new to
what was already written about someone’s text. Eventually, | came to understand
that this was because | was attempting to analyze or interpret the data from an
imaginary level, my own understanding of Literature and writing. Fink (2014) quotes
Lacan and explains:

‘...when it sometimes seems that two are already too many,
since  he runs headlong into the fundamental
misunderstanding brought on by the relationship of
understanding? | repeatedly tell my students: “Don’t try to
understand!” [...] May one of your ears become as deaf as the
other one must be acute. And that is the one that you should
lend to listen for sounds, phonemes, cuts, periods, and
parallelisms, for it is in these that the word-for-word
transcription can be prepared, without which analytic
intuition has no basis or object.” (Lacan, 2006a, p. 471)

Listening for these allows us to localize analysands’ jouissance and

ultimately have an effect on it, an effect on the Real (namely, their

libidinal economy. Listening for meaning alone confines us to the

128



Imaginary level, the level of understanding; listening at the Symbolic

level for what makes speech go awry — whether making it lapse into

silence when a thought is too disturbing to be given voice is not

completed, or forge a compromise formation when multiple and at

times opposing wishes or points of view vie for expression

simultaneously — helps grant us access to the Real for which

understanding (the Imaginary with its semblance of explanation)
serves as little more than a cover and a rationalization. [my italics]

(Fink 2014, vol1, p. 21)

What Lacan and Fink propose then is that we should not assume to
understand, as this is our own Imaginary processing of the information that we hear.
Instead, we should focus on the materiality of the language rather than the always
assumed signified of what is communicated. This might, then, be thought of as a
justification of my initial impasse: there was no way “into” my participants’ unique
operation of discourse about writing, either written or spoken, because my entry
was (an exit!) in my own Imaginary register. At that point, | turned to the

I”

“mechanical” repetitions of words or phrases across the data and then my process of
analysis began to present me with emergent scenarios: fantasmatic ones, but not my
own.

Although we can never fully symbolise the Real of experience in
itself, it is possible to encircle (even in a metaphorical way) the
limits it poses to signification and representation, the limits it
poses to our theories. It is possible to become alert to the modes
of positivisation these limits acquire beyond the fantasmatic
reduction of negativity to positivity, of non-identity to identity, of
the Real to reality. [my italics](Stavrakakis 2007, p.11-12)

Stavrakakis, here, points out an important aspect of what might be
transferred into the intention of a methodological setting and the assumptions of
analysis: we cannot fully symbolize the Real that is invoked out of our data. This
refers back to the quote with which this chapter started. | do not wish to use this as
an excuse or defense of the nature of some of my more precarious interpretations or
limitations of my methodological structure, rather as an understanding of the mode
of analysis that | have explored. Thus, | became able to construct and write my
participants’ fantasmatic scenarios by looking at repetitions in the data. These

repetitions became the master signifiers that organized their “thinking” in simple
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terms about how they presented themselves as writers in speech and how they
symbolically articulated their writer subjectivity in writing through their logic of
composition. | named logic of composition, the specific combination of techniques
the participants commonly used to write.

In both interviews and texts, particular materialities of language were
enunciated by each participant. The materiality of language expresses a subject’s
relationship to language, and this relationship represents on a wider scale the
subject’s relation to the symbolic realm — the society, in a sense. Each sentence
formulated in language has its own materiality (aesthetic signifiers such as a symbol
i.e. the sun, or narrative technique i.e. description) of language, which in turn
reflects a particular unique relationship of the author with language. The author’s
relation with language is actually the author’s relation to an Other, which is first
constituted (and of course it keeps on evolving from this first construct) with one’s
relationship to one’s mother and father, as one first enters language.

In the previous chapter (4), | described what Lacan suggested happens at the
birth of the subject (the beginning of our existence) during which a trait unaire is
established. This single element, that distinctly fashions the way in which our speech
becomes constituted through our entering in language and our guessing of what this
entering means for the desire of our parents, is our primary identification (S1), the
initial master signifier. This primary identification as we grow as individuals begins to
acquire other secondary identifications, which Bracher calls ‘avatars of the primary
identification’ (ibid, p.111). We can transfer these principles of the operation of
master signifiers onto the discourse of the subject, linked to an organization of
meaning which adheres to a fantasmatic scenario: e.g. to write a short-story, | never
use first-person perspective (the prohibition here being the ‘first-person’), or, e.g. |
always look for the ‘wider meaning’ in writing, the prohibited element here is
unnamed (might be thought of as the ‘personal meaning’). Of course, these
prohibitions are Imaginary and may be deconstructed.

An example of a discourse’s master signifiers is the repetition of the term
‘relaxed’ and ‘natural’ in one of my participant’s interview in relation to writing. We
might say that ‘relaxed’” and ‘natural’ act as master signifiers in his discourse about

his identity as a writer and his writing fantasy therefore. Similarly, in my analysis,
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using texts and interviews of my participants, | have identified the main repeated
master signifiers in each participant’s spoken discourse and explored how these
corresponded to their written texts, if at all. For example, in some participants the
master signifier might be a technique. In participant A’s interview (spoken
discourse), it was the narrator figure, which also corresponded directly to her
written discourse (her texts), because she used a first-person narrator all the time
and thus to her writing fantasy, to the scenario she unconsciously followed to write
in specific ways. For participant M, her master signifier of writing for ‘wider meaning’
is not a composition-technique but was traced as a technique by looking at the way
she constructed the narrative of her texts, whether she used detail or not in
combination with what she said about how she usually writes in her spoken
discourse.

In order to see if each Creative Writing exercise, the sequence of them, the
whole research setting and myself as researcher affected the writing style of the
participants, | considered the changes in the investment of particular master
signifiers either in the participants’ final interview (after the experiment course |
conducted) or in their texts. For example, participant M says she felt ‘conflicted’ in
her final interview when she refers to a text she wrote that is different from her
usual writing, having written personally with intimate detail, not a narrative that has
a wider political purpose. These changes in the investment of signifiers were the
baseline to check whether there were any potential shifts in the participants’
practice of writing.

Thus, the analysis of the data has combined evidence from signifiers in the
spoken and written discourse of the participants, to identify their writing fantasy,
operated by master signifiers producing the fantasmatic scenario ‘I write like X, not
Y,” constitutive of their writer subjectivity. Furthermore, shifts in their investment to
their usual master signifiers, and commonly shared fantasies about Creative Writing

have also been proposed.

5.4 Ethical implications of Lacanian stance
The previous section has indicated that on the level of generating data, the
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construction of a Lacanian researcher stance, both as interviewer and class-
facilitator produced a specific form of data due to the enigmatic form of interaction
with the research participants. At the same time, it seems that it intervened with the
participants’ assumptions about their practice, at times subtly and at times more
evidently, either in their interview responses, their mode of attendance and
participation in the classes, or in their produced and submitted texts.

On the level of analyzing data, in the analysis chapters, the adoption of a
Lacanian analyst stance on my part, unusually for the practice of the Lacanian clinic,
might be understood as attempting to articulate the invisible scenario that is
punctuated by a Lacanian analyst. | have considered the structure of the
participants’ writing fantasy, yet also attempted to maintain (as much as is possible
in a PhD thesis) a wondering discourse, which did not absolutely fix interpretations.

The discussion of constructing a Lacanian researcher stance in designing and
conducting the research reflects both a “new” way to generate data about writing
but also interferes with the “data” interestingly. | might have intervened with my
participants’ conceptions about writing or Creative Writing through my “silences,”
my “hmms,” my questions, and so forth.

Thus, this methodological chapter, written now (not only) for the nth time, in
the past tense, poses more serious ethical questions than even before it began: Who
can talk about others’ desire to write, and, most importantly, to dare to elicit their
desire? Can anyone ever dare to “judge” someone’s “pleasure” or “symptom” to
write?

The judging of other people’s desires is done continuously in the realm of
evaluating Creative Writing texts in higher education, in publishing houses and in
every day conversations between people. It is an invisible demand of the Law of the
Other within Creative Writing studies or Literature, whereby one is visibly judged
according to the Other’s Imaginary invisible criteria, and of course ideological and
financial criteria.

| wonder whether an Other way of attempting to describe how one’s desire
to write might operate in the context of an engagement with an ambiguous setting,
such as the one | have set up in this research project experimentally, might be an

Other way out of “judging” writers’ desire to write and also moving away from
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objectifying writers themselves as parts of their texts. From a sociological
perspective, the author is not dead at all, even though one might say the ‘death
drive’ — in other words, ‘a nostalgia for a lost harmony’ (Evans 1996, p.33) — is
continuously present in the act of writing in an attempt to symbolize outside oneself
as subject in one’s encounter with the Other, to get rid of parts of our desire which
we wish to extinguish, distinguish or annihilate. Kristeva writes:

Writing would be the recording, through symbolic order, of this
dialectic of displacement, facilitation, discharge, cathexis of
drives (the most characteristic of which is the death drive) that
operates-constitutes the signifier but also exceeds it, adds itself
to the linear order of language by using the most fundamental
laws of the signifying process (displacement, condensation,
repetition, inversion) (Kristeva 1980, p.102)

Writing, in an all-encompassing sense, is not an empty vessel of the writer’s
drives, but possibly a vessel that rearticulates, and transforms them through the
articulation — whether defensively or not, being another matter altogether.

In terms of following ethical guidelines, | informed my subjects about my
background, and that | was researching the function of Creative Writing exercises-
games in relation to their identity (see Appendix for forms of consent and letter of
information).

The main ethical issue that has arisen is that the Lacanian psychoanalytic
stance has interfered with the research participants’ assumptions about their
writing, as has been suggested by the analysis in some of their texts and interviews.
Of course, the effect of this interference can only be suggested as momentary in the
instances of texts or interviews. Further research would need to be done to confirm
whether this effect is more than momentary.

On the one hand, this stance may have caused the participants unintended
psychological stress because of the enigmatic space that it created through the
interaction with language, which is not, by any means, an everyday interaction with
a human being. Nonetheless, | have explained the contextualized way in which |
attempted to transfer this stance in the interview. | have pointed out that |
constantly attempted to negotiate the difference of the space (interview versus

clinic) and did not maintain an absolute Lacanian stance towards certain responses
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of the participants in the interview, when it might have been kept in the context of
the clinic. In this context, the clinical approach might have been considered
unethical, as the participants did not sign up to be “psychoanalyzed.” In addition, my
punctuations were primarily concerned with aspects of participants’ writing, not the
overall structure of their enunciation, so the interference may not have caused them
severe psychic stress.

On the other hand this project has taken the psychoanalytic techniques used
by a Lacanian analyst in the case of neurotic patients, not psychotic patients. The
assumption in using the most commonly used approach in Lacanian analysis, which
is for neurotics, is that individuals participating in this research were probably of
neurotic structure, and thus the research did not interfere with them in a way that
caused them further stress, as it might in the case of a psychotic, who might be
frustrated by such a stance.

In the case of a psychotic, in the process of analysis meaning is made with the
analyst; the analyst helps the psychotic analysand tie the severed cuts between the
“realities.” My approach, though focused on the Lacanian analyst’s treatment with a
neurotic structure, has not been ignorant of the main Lacanian principle, which is to
ignore one’s Imaginary feelings towards “attacks” or accusations by a
psychotic/neurotic analysand. Therefore, on some level, if there were some
elements of psychotic relation to some elements of the practice of writing in this
research project in some participants, the main Lacanian approach was not unethical
towards them.

In relation to issues of anonymization, | have kept the anonymity of all
participants and ensured to let them know that they are able to leave the course
whenever they wish. The academic institution where this research took place has
also been kept anonymous to protect the privacy of the participants, the course and
the academic teaching team. Furthermore with regards to anonymity, | had to bear
in mind the possibility that some students (writers) might not have wanted to be
anonymous if | was using their writing. It is possible that some of them might be
identifiable from their texts, (if these texts later become published, or if they are

already published). This will remain an ongoing issue. After discussion with the
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participants, it was decided that they would remain anonymous as much as possible,
even though their texts might later reveal their identity.

Considering the exploration of this approach, a transfer of some aspects of
the clinical psychoanalytic practice into a research setting, the possibility that the
research participants might encounter personal issues they might not wish to bring
up or expect to encounter, even though they are acquainted with the process of
writing in class, was also taken into account. For this reason, | had informed myself
of how to advise about counseling, if any significant issues arose (e.g. domestic
abuse) and ensured that | did not probe into personal or sensitive matters in my
interviews or classroom discussion. In the course of the classes, it turned out that
some personal data (not of the above serious nature) did arise in the conversations
and the texts of some participants. This personal data, in principle, was used and
referred to only nominally as “personal,” but no further clarification was asked or
further detail was given when used in the analysis.

Finally, the participants were informed that they had the right to access my
analysis of their texts and their interview transcripts before publication and had the

right to discuss the findings and the analysis of them with me, if they wished *’.

5.5 Conclusion
Concluding, my methodological stance has led to the subsequent construction of the

research setting analogous to a principle of ambiguity — that characterizes the
exercises and has similarities with the enigmatic discourse of the analyst —aiming to
bring out dialectically the cause of the desire that produces the discourse of the
subject (of desire). | have identified more specifically here that my data analysis
focuses on tracing the master signifiers of the participants’ spoken discourse from
the interviews in symmetry or dissymmetry with their symbolic articulation in their
written discourse (written texts), formative of their writing fantasy, metonymical of

their writer subjectivity.

371 will be planning a meeting, with those participants who wish, to provide them
with a description of how they have engaged with the exercises, and their
preferences/identifications as writers right after the submission of this thesis.
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According to Zizek, activity ‘relies on some fantasmatic support’,
while ‘act involves disturbing — “traversing” — the fantasy’ (Zizek
1998a: 13). From a Lacanian point of view, theory should be
thought of as a resource enabling us ‘to accomplish a more
radical gesture of “traversing” the very fundamental fantasy’, not
only within clinical psychoanalysis, but ‘even and also in politics’
(p. 9). A resource, furthermore, creating and sustaining a space
where such acts can be continuously re-conceived and re-
enacted, a space permeated by a truly democratic ethos.
(Stavrakakis 2007, p.12-13)

Next, follows my own gesture of analysis, in order to begin to create a new space

where writing fantasies and writer subjectivities appear and disappear.
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Chapter 6

WRITING FANTASIES

In chapter 4 | presented an architecture of Lacanian fantasy; the main idea |
introduced was that one’s subjectivity is constituted by one’s unique relation to the
Other, as language and as desire. In other words, | attempted to explain the idea
that the subject’s discourse, articulated in response to the language and desire of
the Other, is constitutive of their/our subjectivity. | also foregrounded the way that,
from a Lacanian perspective, this discourse, produced in relation to language and
desire, can be understood as structured by fantasy. There is a fantasmatic scenario
that organizes the discourse of a subject (and their subjectivity) through master
signifiers producing identifications and dis-identifications. For example, in the
context of writing, a writer may use a writing technique, e.g. description, because
they identify this feature with a writer’s (Imaginary) qualities in line with their
desired writer subjectivity. This identification may not be conscious but elicited or
verbalized as the writer talks about their writing practice and potentially traced in
their writing. This process can also be understood in terms of prohibition: for
example, a writer who never uses dialogue, a narrative writing technique, might
associate it with an element that does not fit their writer subjectivity.

In this chapter | use and explore the Lacanian concept of fantasy in the
context of a writer’s discourse. As | have already suggested, there is a risk here of
forcing the data to fit a pre-existing conceptual framework. However, the tracing of
one’s writing fantasy is productive as it might be understood as a methodological
and pedagogical tool, which attempts to approximate the system of knowledge of
the student without judging the writing aesthetically. In tracing this system of
identification in one’s writing practice, what also appears is the negative — what is
not practiced or named, the blocked writing pathway or process. This may be an
area of Creative Writing knowledge, which the student does not find attractive, or in
other words, repudiates. Repudiated elements in our practice do only not pose
limits to our subjectivities and our practices, but to the larger picture in which we are
contributing to, e.g. the Creative Writing community in general. Lapping (20133,

p.378) explains, for instance, that precisely ‘our unknowingness [an encounter with
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the Other that confuses our understanding of our practice] in the process of
research [...] seems to be absolutely what we should be aiming for.” The structure of
fantasy may be used to begin to conceptualize what ‘unknowingness’ is or where it is
in Creative Writing practice.

Hecq (2012b, p.4) has argued that ‘Creative Writing is first and foremost an
experiential knowing.” | understand ‘experiential knowing’ as learning through the
doing of something; a practice is also an experience. How can we facilitate the new
in our students, then, if we cannot help them verbalize/experience what is not yet
known for them, directly affecting the “evolution” of the community of Creative
Writing as well?

The chapter is divided into three parts presenting three case studies of
writing fantasies, participants M, A, and G. Each part has a similar structure of
argument. In order to discuss consistency or discrepancies in terms of the
participants’ engagement with the research setting | trace:

* The fantasmatic scenario espoused in the first interview
* Links between the fantasmatic scenario and the logic of composition
enacted in the texts written by the participant

| use the term logic of composition to refer to the unique combination of
writing strategies through which a writer creates her texts. My analysis suggests that
it is possible to discern connections between the writing fantasy and the logic of
composition.

The data related to each participant can be interpreted as articulating a
writer subjectivity that relates to an initial fantasy. However, the effects of the
engagement with the experiment course are played out in different ways in the texts
of each participant. For example, these three case studies “showcase” three
different ways in which Otherness has been encountered. For M, it was problematic;
for A it was productive; and for G it was threatening. The difference between the
three case studies is in the way in which the element of prohibition in the fantasy
appeared and was experienced in the writing of the participants in moments of
shifts. The more rigid the fantasmatic identification the less easier or possible it was
to allow for a shift to emerge or be acknowledged. In the case of G, the fantasmatic

identification was more rigid than for M or A, since no shift is acknowledged or it
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might have been covered over since any other way of writing seemed to absolutely
threaten his writer subjectivity. In the case of M, the fantasmatic identification
seemed to be disrupted causing a troubling experience for M initiating, however, an
articulation of the prohibited element in her writing. For A, the fantasmatic
identification seemed to be looser in response to the setting and the exercises, thus
allowing for an experimentation and expansion of the fantasmatic scenario usually
followed in her writing practice. The extent to which examples of writing produced
from the exercises seemed to move away from or disrupt the fantasmatic scenario
relates to the extent to which the participants were confused by the overall setting
and/or instruction of exercise or felt threatened by the instruction of the exercise

and thus further enacted their fantasy.

6.1 The ‘Wider Meaning’ Writing Fantasy — Participant M
Participant M was a second-year undergraduate English and Creative Writing

student at the time of research. In her first interview, M discussed her interest in
writing in terms of writing with a political purpose — relating one’s writing to
something bigger than oneself. She mentioned that she is half-Caribbean/British. M
explained that she usually writes fiction. Though she referred to writing poems in the
interview, she did not write any poetry during the research. M also mentioned that
sometimes she is quite critical of herself, ‘picks on herself’ (M53) in terms of her
writing abilities. M attended only the first four sessions of the experiment course.
However, | emailed her the final two exercises, she wrote to them at home, and
submitted them for the research. Her participation both in the interview and in the
classroom setting might be interpreted as slightly nervous and tentative at points.
Participant M’s writing fantasy might be represented with the master
signifier ‘wider meaning,” which seems to unconsciously organize both her account
of writing in the interviews and her written texts. This master signifier organizes her
discourse both thematically (i.e. what she talks about) and structurally (i.e. how her

responses are constructed).
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My analysis of M’s interview and texts also constructs/draws on a distinction

between “telling”*®

and “showing.” This is a distinction that is frequently offered as
a writing tip: a writer must “show not tell” (Griffiths 2014). | interpreted “telling” as
moments in the data where M gives abstract generalizations about her writing,
rather than specific examples. In contrast, “showing” occurs when M provides
examples and details that directly enact her meaning, rather than generalizing or
abstracting. It is possible to argue that M is focused in her replies on “telling” the
‘wider meaning,’ that is generalizing, instead of providing specific details about her
writing. In my interpretation of M, references to ‘wider meaning’ might be
interpreted as her “telling” the “signified” of a text, while references to the
combination of “signifiers” that she uses to produce the “signified” can be
interpreted as instances of “showing.” This “telling not showing” has been traced
both in her discourse in the interviews, and in the logic of composition of the texts
that she submitted and produced during the research project.

First, | present examples from M’s discourse in her first interview to suggest
her writing fantasy. Then, | present examples from her writing, where she has
followed her writing fantasy. Finally, | present examples from the two texts, where
she seems to have written “Other” than herself, supported by her final interview
responses. | argue that she wrote in her prohibited element of fantasy in these two
texts and that her writer subjectivity may have been troubled or momentarily

shifted.

6.1.1 The ‘Wider Meaning’ Writing Fantasy in M’s Spoken Discourse
M’s focus on the ‘wider meaning’ emerges as a consistent theme in her first

interview but can also be interpreted as an unconscious organizing master signifier
of her spoken discourse. In what follows, | discuss this organization of her discourse,
and thus of her writing fantasy, using examples from her account of: writing in

general, other writers, and her own writing. | suggest that M’s use of the notion of

38 | reiterate here that | use double quotes to refer to my own words and single
quotes to refer to words the participants use.
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the ‘wider or political meaning in writing’ to talk about her “writer self” becomes a
metonymy for her writer subjectivity.

In most of her responses, M posited that writing ‘needs to have’ (M12) a
wider meaning (M3, 12, 34, 77, 80, 77 explicit references in first interview). She
talked about this in her first interview, but also enacted it in her writing. For
example, in one exercise (Free-Write) she put a note at the top of the page: e.g. 2
characters- debate over marriage-/Similar and Mrs®® Lady Kuma.’ This seems to set a
goal for a ‘wider meaning’ in the text (i.e. ‘debate over marriage’).

In her first interview reply, M presented the elements that she associates
with writing, starting with a general statement that seems to be a definition. She was
responding to my initial interview question ‘um | just wanted to find out more about
how you feel about writing.” The excerpt presented below is organized with the
master signifier ‘wider meaning.’ She referred to ‘big expression of self’
‘imagination” and ‘personality,” but then introduced ‘different aspects that interest
you and society,” and made an association between ‘fiction’ and ‘a political

meaning’:

M2: okay ..."> um | view it [writing] as a um big expression of self
in a way but also ... as something that you could do to grow your
imagination ... explore um different aspects of your personality
and different aspects that interest you and society ..um
particularly with fiction like it could have more of a political
meaning or something you wish to achieve with people ... like ...
persuade them that your opinion is right or that this is an issue in
the current climate or yep things like that really ... | view writing
in different ways | suppose it depends on the form of the writing
but journalists | suppose that is more ... can be more persuasive
but then | think creative writers are just as persuasive ... um
(pause: 5 sec) ‘cause | read a variety of different things, different
genres ... fantasy when | was younger | loved fantasy (giggles) ...
um

M stated here what writing ‘has to have for her, a certain ‘meaning’ that is
beyond the personal, the specific, which she refers to four more times later in the

interview (about ‘meaning’ M12, 77, 80, 97). This response begins with a reference

39 Crossed out words indicated as in the original hand-written text.
40 “ " indicates small pause, less than 8 seconds.
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to what might be interpreted as a personal meaning: ‘a big expression of self in a
way.’ This is followed by the conjunctive phrase ‘but also,” suggesting a hesitation or
a contrast to the previous statement (‘big expression of self’): ‘something that you
could do to grow your imagination ... explore um different aspects of your
personality and different aspects that interest you and society.” The ‘self or ‘the
personality’ and the ‘society and ‘the political’ are not presented as distinctly
separate purposes in writing. M’s response constructs an association between
‘expression of self’ in writing and the idea of a political meaning.

M’s discourse at this point seemed to be oriented towards providing
generalization. Combined with the use of ‘you’ rather than ‘I, this produces a sense
of distance between speaker and subject matter. Most of the response is phrased in
this more abstract way, except for its last part where M explicitly named a personal
experience and a related emotion: ‘fantasy ... when | was younger | loved fantasy.’

In these initial comments in the first interview, we can begin to see how
signifiers relating to the idea of ‘wider meaning’ take the place of M’s writer self. Her
use of signifiers of ‘wider meaning’ in opposition to signifiers that relate directly to
herself explicitly connect her writer self or subjectivity with the need to have a
‘political’ or ‘current’ meaning.

Throughout the first interview, M is led through my questions to make some
brief references, which insinuate a more personal connection to M’s goal of writing
having a ‘wider meaning.” For instance, the emphasis for ‘political meaning’ can

perhaps be related to M’s references to her ‘identity’*

(half-Caribbean) relating to
her ‘father’s side’ when she was explaining why she likes to set her writing in ‘far off
tropical places’ (M18). When | asked her to tell me more about why she likes to write
about ‘eugenics’ (which she defined as ‘genetic discrimination’)(M28), she had
explained that she wanted to write about ‘eugenics’ because of how some events in

the world make her feel ‘like that guy in Norway’ (A30) followed by the hedging

statement that she doesn’t ‘personally feel strongly about it’ but that it ‘makes her

41| used the word ‘identity’ first, when | asked her whether writing about particular

themes might relate to her identity (Z15).
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angry.” However, in both cases M then resorted to more abstract signifiers that
related to a ‘wider meaning,’ rather than relating it to a personal story about herself.

The ‘wider meaning’ fantasy also seems to be operative in the way M spoke
about other writers’ work and how she constructed an account of their work. Her
discourse maintained the orientation of “telling,” instead of showing through
illustration and going into detail. M’s account did not name or acknowledge the
procedure of signifying. She did not explain how meaning comes about in other
writers’ works, but only presented signifiers representing their work. For example, M
cited two writers and their work, lan McEwan and Sylvia Plath, to provide an
example of what she meant by ‘being outstandingly gifted’, an attribute she said one
has to possess to be a writer. She explained that she admired the fact that there is a

wider meaning to what McEwan writes:

M77: the underlying meaning he manages to have some sort of p
p ... p ... owerful and sometimes not just about the psychology of
or the dynamic between characters its also like a wider meaning
to it [...] it’s kind of interesting how he sews the two together like
the everyday with the kind of more philosoph ... philosophical

When | asked her how the philosophical is sewn together with the
everyday she replied:

M8O0: [...] | read like the Bell Jar*? for example, that is kind of very
psychological, | find that very interesting as well but it also when
you think about has the kind of underlying meaning [...]

These responses were a naming of the (literary) achievements of the writer in
the work referred. How the meaning is constructed was not elaborated. A second
related point is that her expression of opinion as a writer seems to be minimized by
a hedging, that is paired with more direct statements about her theory of writing or
what she thinks about other writers. Whenever M provides more detail, there is

some hedging. For example, describing Plath, the poet/writer she admires, she said:

M80: [...Jthe kind of underlying meaning about equality and
women and things like that, with women bla bla bla [...]

42 A novel written by Sylvia Plath.
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Even though the ‘wider meaning,’ is so important to her, the subject matter
that Plath or ‘The Bell Jar’ is said to deal with is followed by ‘bla bla bla,” which could
be interpreted as un-intensifying or trivializing the subject matter ‘equality and
women.” This hedging might be interpreted in several ways. She might have been
hedging here because she might have assumed that | might not be a “feminist.”
Alternatively, the ‘bla bla bla,” could be interpreted as a defense to cover over
potentially something that might be troubling or revealing too much about her
writer subjectivity. She might feel strongly about ‘themes of women’ (M84) [in this
response she said she does not feel ‘mega strongly’ about (M84)]. She referred to
this subject in her first interview, (i.e. she likes ‘feminist poets’ (M82-84) but again
did not say what she likes about them). We cannot know for sure if her hedging is a
general effect of her talking about her writing, or if it is also an effect of the research
context.

Finally, M’s focus in her discourse in the first interview suggested an
avoidance or prohibition on the personal; the structure of fantasy around the master
signifier of ‘wider meaning’ seems to exclude whatever is intimate or
autobiographical. At the end of the interview, she explicitly named her fear of the
personal. When | asked her if she has anything else to add, M responded:

M88: | do find it very personal like when you show someone your
writing | think people automatically think 'oh their personality
you can see their personality in this’" or you feel ashamed
sometimes if you write about things that you don’t think you
should be writing about [...] | think can be a bit scary if you show
people your work and they know you have written it
M explained that she was worried about people reading what she writes as a
personal reflection on her (M88). When | asked ‘why is that scary?’ (Z91), she
explained that she is afraid that she might make something ‘too explicit’ or
‘suggesting one thing is better than another when morally incorrect’ (M92),
articulating a fear about being either misunderstood or understood. When | asked
her if that ‘has happened to her’ in her experience, she narrated an experience of
‘showing’ a poem about a ‘porn model’ to her classmates, which made her feel

‘shamed’ (M96). She was worried about what they might think of her and that they

did not understand the ‘wider meaning’ of her story (M96). M did not elaborate on
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the story or the meaning of the poem or her aim in writing it, but then she explained
a bit more when | asked ‘why do you think you felt shamed?’ and ‘why do you think
you wrote about it when you do not approve of it?’. She said that it was about a
‘porn model she was posing...”(M93). Then, she explains ‘the porn model [...] posing’
(M97) was written to invoke the meaning that ‘women are perceived more by how
they look rather than what they think or how clever they are’ (M97). This ‘wider
meaning’ seems to have a resonance with ‘equality and women’ (M88) in her
response about the ‘underlying meaning’ in ‘The Bell Jar.” M said she does not like to
be ‘too explicit’ (M92) in her writing and indeed, she was also not ‘too explicit’ about
the making of the wider meaning of her poem. | wonder if this ‘shaming’ experience
was an encounter with her prohibited element of her fantasy. Her discomfort with
showing the story to others might be interpreted in relation to the prohibition of the
personal or perhaps a fear of self-revelation.

Additionally, it is as if discussing this in the interview is also ‘shaming’ or
might prove to be ‘shaming’ in how M is imagining my response to her story. It
would perhaps be not hyperbolic to assume that this worry might be also produced
through the interview.

Thus, M foregrounded the ‘wider meaning’ and seemed hesitant about

I”

expressing “the personal” directly in her generalized account of writing, in her
account of other writers’ works and in her account of her own practice. This initial
interpretation of her first interview suggests that the relation to the signifier ‘wider

III

meaning’ and a distancing or prohibition of “the personal” seems central in M’s

discursive construction of writer subjectivity.

6.1.2 The ‘Wider Meaning’ Writing Fantasy in M’s Texts
It is possible to argue that this writing fantasy of ‘wider meaning’ in M’s spoken

discourse is enacted also in her writing (written discourse). | develop this argument
by tracing the logic of composition in her produced and submitted texts in this
research. In five of eight of her texts, M’s logic of composition of texts seems to be
constituted in telling the wider meaning: less focused on personal details of the
protagonists and more on fast-forwarding the narration towards resolution. This is in

line with my interpretation of her writing fantasy of ‘wider meaning’ in her spoken
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discourse about writing. In both of her interviews, M described these as features of
her usual approach to writing. Contrariwise, in two of eight of her texts, M’s logic of
composition seemed to be oriented towards showing the meaning via the
personal/intimate details of the protagonists. | argue that when there is more
development of the characters’ emotions and the narration is slower and more
precise in M’s texts, we can interpret these as instances of M’s repressed “desire to
write,” which is about focusing on the self, indulging the personal or intimate and
thereby “showing,” not “telling.” | present first an example from her usual logic of

composition, and then examples from her Other logic of composition.

6.1.2 a) Telling the Signified: M’s usual logic of composition
Five of eight of M’s produced and submitted texts are composed through a narrator

oriented towards the ‘wider purpose’ of the narrative (telling), rather than focusing
on the ‘finer details of character dynamics,’(M80) (showing). They also do not have a
focus on personal or intimate accounts of the protagonist or the other characters.
Therefore, it seems the ‘wider meaning’ of the story is “told,” instead of “shown.” In
presenting this mode of composing used by M, which seems to be in contrast to the
“tips” by some Creative Writing manuals (e.g. discussed in Griffith 2014), | do not
wish to insinuate that had she written in a “showing” mode she would become a
better or worse writer.

An example of M’s usual logic of composition is her first text, submitted at
the first interview, titled ‘Give me Swimming with Sharks Any Day.” This text is a
story narrated from the protagonist’s point of view as he is trying to climb up a rock
for charity. The protagonist is presented as nervous throughout the narration. It is
revealed at the start that ever since he fell off a ladder and almost broke his neck he
has been scared of heights; this fear is not elaborated further. He was convinced,
however, to climb the rock for charity after ‘a night out with the guys.” A description
of the protagonist follows, climbing up the rock, at times pausing interjected by
some of the protagonist’s worries. In the middle of the story, the protagonist’s

friend, who is there watching him climb the rock, urges him to keep going saying:
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‘Think of the money you’ll raise mate.” This is followed by the thoughts of the
protagonist:

The guilt, of disappointing those old people who expected a
large sum for a new community center back home made me
twinge. If | wasn’t going to raise the money for them, who else
would bother? | couldn’t disappoint them now. And | was safe
right?

This extract keeps the focus on the ‘wider’ meaning of the deed of the
protagonist: a man climbing up a rock for the good of the community. The narrative
is focused on narrating the action of the story. Considering both the structure of the
narrative and the low level of details in terms of “showing” the emotions of the
protagonist, it seems that the focus of this story is more on telling the ‘wider

III

meaning’ directly, rather than focusing on the more “personal” or precise details of
the narration to progressively invoke a ‘wider meaning.” The whole story is focused
on a removal of the personal fear, both on the level of narrating details of the
protagonist and on the level of the story.

| list in the table below similar examples of narration focusing on the ‘wider

meaning’ with my subjective interpretations of the wider meaning in each text:

Table 4 — Participant M — Wider Meaning in Texts

Text Narration Subject Wider Meaning

“Free-Write” (1St) Third-person A daughter is reprimanded for | Debate about
not wearing appropriate | marriage
clothing to attract a man in
order to get married

“Write About This” (Z"d) Third-person A girl is saving up pennies to | Saving Up?
buy a dollhouse Being Patient?

“Write in A Voice First-person An adventurous boy goes off | Being

Opposite to Your Own” to a dangerous part of an | Adventurous

(4th) island with his friend

Final Submitted Piece Third-person A daughter breaks a valuable | Being a good

vase, that her father does not | daughter
know is valuable, and gets
away with it.

[question-marks above intended]
M does not use specific detail in her descriptions in any of these texts. This lack
of detail puts the focus on direct narrative and, although not explicitly stated,

suggests that the purpose of the text relates more to a ‘wider meaning’ related to
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the direct narrative. So, for example, in the ‘Free-Write’ text, the main interest is the
content of the debate, rather than the specific relationship between the daughter

and her parents, which might have been suggested through detail in the language.

6.1.2 b) Showing the Signified: Momentary Shift in or Troubling of M’s Writing
Fantasy

The analysis of the combination of M’s texts and her interview responses
suggests that in two out of eight texts, M wrote differently to how she usually writes.
In these two texts, written to the 3™ and 5™ exercise of the experiment project, ‘20
Instructions’ and ‘Use the Mirror and Write What You See in its Reflection,” M did
not write in her usual ‘wider meaning’ writing fantasy or in the style of “telling not
showing.” In her final interview, she referred to ways in which these texts were not
written in her usual style of writing. In these two texts, her logic of composition is
oriented towards providing more detail about the characters and a slower rhythm of
narration. Her writing in these texts is focused on the personal, “indulging the self.”
In these two texts, and more evidently in the second one, | construct the difference
in logic of composition as a moment where she articulated something that is or
might potentially be personal, which constitutes an Otherness in her practice of
writing. | suggest this is an encounter with a repressed Otherness, which may have
been troubling for M’s writer subjectivity. M also wrote her final produced text to
the 6™ exercise differently. M wrote this text at home as she was absent from the
last class, and sent it to me via email. She did not refer to it in the final interview.

In relation to both texts that M referred to in the final interview, there is a
contrast between her account of writing the text and the text itself. In her account of
the text written to the exercise with the list of 20 instructions, she said she was
‘slow’ because she chose to write to only three instructions. She compared herself to
the other participants, and said that she did not try ‘as hard,” as | had suggested they
did not have to follow all of the instructions (M121-125). The instructions (which she
ticked on the handout) were: “1. Write a Metaphor, 3. Use at least one image for
each of the five senses, either in succession or scattered randomly throughout the

poem, 13. Make the persona or character in the poem do something he/she could
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not do in ‘real life.”” At the end of the final interview, M told me that not knowing
what some of the instructions in the 3" exercise ‘meant it was limiting’ (M296).

In contrast to this slightly negative or apologetic account, the text she
referred to has been written with detail and unexpected turns in the narrative, quite
unlike the linear structure of the texts described so far. The text is about a woman
called Violet, who is lounging in her garden, fantasizing about a young boy sitting on
his mower. The reader is given more information about ‘Violet’ than about
characters in her other texts and the language is strikingly more precise, dense and

does not feel as “rushed” a narration:

Mrs-Violet did not share any of the pyhss-p(h added)ycical signs
of bruising associated with her name. Rather her face was often
as red as a rose or a lobster to be more accurate. She did not
spent too much time (added above in between: outside) in the
sun or wear too much blusher. Quite the opposite Mrs Violet was
a kept woman who spent summer months underneath a lacy-
white parasol er-overlooking her lawn, —reading pretending to
read the books from her library, which formed exactly one
beekease—in corner in her lounge. [l include words she had
crossed out on original handwritten text]

M provided a variety of character elements here, unlike her text about the
man climbing up a mountain. There are hints of a wider meaning: potentially that
one’s embarrassing moments or one’s loneliness may be transformed to art. This
meaning is left for the end, and open for the reader to construct. Rather than
directly telling the reader the character’s emotions, there are concrete details such
as ‘underneath a lacy-white parasol,” or ‘which formed exactly one corner in her
lounge’ and associations to her name. What follows the above extract is also
detailed and even though it is the main incident of the whole narration, it does not
seem that there is a rush to get to it. It is a short yet intimate description of how
Violet feels starting from her bodily sensations in the warm weather and then
moving on to a paragraph about her fantasy about the young boy, Frederick. This
description may have been affected by the two instructions that refer to using
metaphors and detail in description “Write a metaphor, and 3. Use at least one

image for one of the senses.” No “meaning” is named in this text. We read the

sensory experience of the character’s feelings, showing us, instead of telling us.
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There is also a very different portrayal of the female protagonist in this text.
The women portrayed in her other texts are “almost ashamed” or are “shamed” but
do not “do” anything with their shame. Simila, for instance, the daughter in her
“Free-Write” text does not talk back to her mother’s reprimands about wearing
baggy jeans. Violet, in contrast, fails to get Frederick’s attention by ‘waving her arms
frantically’ and doing ‘a little dance-salsa to be exact’ (M’s text). Yet she transforms
her ‘ridiculous dance’ into a ‘show piece’ (M’s text): her shame into art. If we
consider that M is fearful of indulging in the personal, since this feels uncomfortable
to her, this turning of “shame” into art, could oddly be sublimating M’s feeling of
Otherness in a double bind — both for the protagonist and for the author of this
story.

In the final interview, M also provided an account of the text she wrote to the
exercise “Use the Mirror given to you and write what you see in its reflection.” She
said that she ‘automatically thought it was about [her]’ (M266). In response to that,
when | told her that she has said that she does not write directly about herself
usually, M seemed to attempt to name her fear:

M269: yea | think it's probably my fear ... there was ... [giggles
nervously]

This was followed by a short pause, which | interrupted to ask her (out of my
own nervousness) whether she thought the “Free-Write” exercise was the least
useful, to which she stated that indeed it was because this was something she does
at home anyway. The response above, nonetheless, is interesting to compare with
what she said a little earlier in the interview, repeatedly expressing her discomfort
with this text. She said (M128-129) that she was worried it would turn into some sort
of autobiographical reference’ (M128). Adding that: ‘I probably have a problem with
my appearance already’ (M129) and ‘it kind of made me focus on all the negative
things’ (M129) and that it was ‘gross’ (M184). Later, she explained that the ‘mirror
exercise’ showed her ‘what problems she had about writing about [her]self...and
yeah autobiographically’ (M258). She also said that she doesn’t ‘tend to write in first
person explaining ‘it being my character | think well | don’t particularly like myself’

(M259). This would stop her writing about herself because she likes to ‘like [her]
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characters’ (M259). Given M’s fear of the personal and her dislike of herself, the text

she has written might be interpreted as a direct encounter with this fear:

I’'m too close to myself. | see an ugly face with a button nose,
with a shiny tip like Rudolf, and a dry chin trying to shed its skin
away. It needs painting and powdering, before it becomes a
giant pimple like the rest of my face.

But the eyes — they’re the worst. There is something surreal
in them that attempts to blink out the rest of the horrors of my
face and without me sensing it | miss the odd split second of my
face, the occasional frown, and the microscopic cells that lift off
my face and mingle with the air. It's strange to think that I'll
touch my dead self for many weeks to come.

A girl that’s eaten too many pies — that’s what | see
hanging off my chin — something stagnant given to vultures at
feeding time. The marked cheeks are too full and the lips are too
thin. Saying all this | do not once think of the traces of a tash on
my upper lip — to the anguish of my childhood bullies.

This is a very short and intense piece. It is an internal monologue, and a kind
of a reflection on her reflection. The way the story is made through the focus on
intimate and precise descriptions creates a narrative that is not in a rush to get to a
point of resolution, like her other texts.

The assumed “bullying of oneself,” which she had indirectly mentioned in her
first interview (M53), is set up against with the ‘childhood bullies’ in the end, with
details providing an anchor to the context of this narration. Indeed, in her first
interview M mentioned that she like to ‘pick on [her]self’ (M53) because she is a
‘perfectionist’ (M53). When | asked her why she thinks she picks on herself and how
she criticizes herself, her response enacted her voice of critique:

M56: you’re worthless, you should have done better, you’re not
as good as that person ... um as good as that person things like
that...

M’s internalized voice of critique might be operative in her ‘wider meaning’
writing fantasy, motivating her to enact the ‘wider meaning’ in her writing. When |
asked her why she thinks it matters to her to be ‘as good as someone else,” she
laughed for the first time not nervously as if surprised, saying ‘I really don’t know’
(M57). After a small pause, she said it may have to do because we live in England,

and that is how people are here, ‘there is an idealized person’” and ‘an idealized
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world’” (M57). M returned to the generalizing safer discourse of master signifiers of
‘wider meaning’ (‘idealized person or world’), when she was asked about her own
personal critique on herself.

M seemed to have been led to name her troubling experience in the final
interview. When M said that this text brought out her problems with herself (M258),
| asked her ‘what problems are there with writing about [herself]” and indicated that
she did not have to tell me ‘personal things but from a writer from a writerly [I did
not complete my phrase as she started talking]...” (Z259). M then more comfortably
constructed a reply explaining that she does not tend to write in first person, and
this being ‘her character’ ‘[she] does not particularly like [her]self’ and that she likes

‘to like [her] characters’(M259). | then pointed out:

Z260: hmmm
... even though you did say that you do write about ...

M260: similar people which is odd ...
Z261: so that’s a bit
M261: conflicting yea ... [giggles nervously]

Z262: 1 would say contradictory why are you saying conflicting?
... that would have been the word | almost ...

M262: yeah ... [giggles nervously] um .. | don’t know...
contradictory is probably more accurate ... yeah ... [pause: 10
sec] | just think because it was the style and the specifically
looking in the mirror rather than talking about the mirror
without looking at it | think it was harder from my perspective ...

In this interview incident, M seemed to be naming her troubling,
foregrounded by her describing this writing as ‘conflicting’ (M261). It is interesting
that, instead of ‘contradictory’ as practice, M uses the word ‘conflicting.” From my
Imaginary perspective, the word ‘conflicting’ seems to foreground more of a
personal struggle, rather than ‘contradictory,” which seems less directly self-
involving. At this point M was more directly asserting her own opinion, when this
particular articulation is elicited about her ‘problems with herself writing about

herself.’
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There is a similarity here between the incident in the interview, where M
attempted to name her fear of the personal, and her encounter with the mirror
exercise. M may have encountered a moment of Otherness in her practice of writing
through writing and reading this text post facto. Lapping (2013a, p. 377) explains

Zizek’s understanding of what an encounter with the Other might be:

... the Other reminds us of that which was both excluded and not
fully excluded in the constitution of our subjectivity on entry into
the symbolic order — it is the failure of castration — the hidden
shame of the human subject ...

Lapping (2013a) writes this in attempting to explore her own reaction
towards a participant’s response about a subject (Literary Studies), which Lapping
has not completely excluded from her own disciplinary identity. A ‘failure of
castration” may be associated with the idea that ‘fantasy’ is a fantasy, an illusion; it
never manages to make us whole or completely subject, there is an excess that
escapes at points. It is interesting to connect the idea that an encounter with the
Other might be a “failure of castration’” with Hecq’s suggestion (2005) that writing is
organized in such a way so as to harmonize with the mark of castration. This
harmonizing makes it a writing symptom. In the context of writing: “l write always in
metaphors” might be the symptom as an expression of the fantasy: “I am a poet.”
We might then suggest that in M’s case here we have the opposite: the disruption of
a writing symptom: her writing in the prohibited element of her fantasy, not in her
usual writing symptom: the ‘wider meaning.’

This might not be the only writing fantasy structuring M’s writer subjectivity
in her interviews and texts. However, it is one repeatedly emerging signifying strand
organizing the meaning of both her own writing and of her understanding of writing
in general, as well as the majority of the texts that she produced. It could potentially
be used as a tool to help M gain further understanding of her writing practice, and
manage to explore other previously prohibited pathways of Creative Writing.
However, it is also possible that this kind of learning can be supported through
experiential encounters, such as the encounters with ambiguity constructed in the

two exercises that M wrote to differently.
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6.2 The ‘Narrator Figure’ Writing Fantasy — Participant A
Participant A was a second-year undergraduate Drama and Creative Writing student

at the time of the research. In her first interview, A mainly talked about why she
writes in relation to her childhood as an only child and her interest in music. She also
explained that she likes to invent characters, writes according to the ‘sound’ she has
in her mind and uses aspects from performances of playwrights in her own writing.
Participant A explained that she usually writes poetry and plays. In this research, all
of her texts seem to be a mixture of prose-poetry and monologue. She confirmed
this in her final interview. She only missed one class out of six, the 4th one: the
exercise “Write in A Voice Opposite to Your Own.” She completed this task at home
and submitted it in the next class. My perception of A was that she was passionate
and spontaneous both in the interviews and the classes.

Participant A’s writing fantasy might be represented with the master signifier
‘narrator figure.” This signifier emerges continuously in her first interview. The idea
of the ‘narrator figure’ might thus be said to structure her discourse, producing A’s
constant move of identification with and distancing from the narrator figure. She
also enacted this in her writing.

In Literary theory, the narrator is very minimally defined as the ‘voice that
speaks or tells the story’ (Wheeler 2014, online no pages). The narration is usually in
first-person narrating with an ‘I’ or in third person narrating without the presence of
an ‘I’ (ibid). One basic way of distinguishing the narrator’s voice is through their
overview of what is happening: the narrator may have a limited point of view, that is
not knowing everything in the story or alternatively an omniscient point of view,
knowing everything in the story (ibid). | provide here a minimal definition, just to
indicate the difference in A’s texts later.

First, | present examples from A’s first interview to suggest her writing
fantasy. Then, | present examples from her writing, where links between her writing
fantasy in her interview and her logic of composition have been traced. Finally |
present two texts where she seems to have expanded her fantasy. It should be

noted that the kind of change noted in A is not as easily or directly traced as in M’s
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case because of A’s own multi-layered theorization of her writing processes that
seem to stem from her personal experience. This renders her accounts not as

“accessible” as M’s references.

6.2.1 The ‘Narrator Figure’ Writing Fantasy in A’s Spoken Discourse
A referred to three seemingly complementary threads in relation to the master

signifier ‘narrator figure’ in her writing, which make up her writing fantasy: 1) the
narrator figure and herself 2) the narrator figure and sound 3) the narrator figure as
unified and then disrupted. | argue that ‘the narrator figure’ is a master signifier
constituting A’s writer subjectivity and is an avatar for A’s personal exploration of
her imperfect writer subjectivity.

The analysis suggests A’s complex relation with the narrator figure: on the one
hand she seemed to identify herself with the narrator figure by claiming it always
links back to her. On the other hand, she also let the narrator figure stand in for
herself as a writer, not taking direct responsibility for what is achieved in her text,
but attributing it to the narrator, thereby distancing her writer self from the
narrator.

Talking about the construction of the narrator in her writing, A described the
possibility of writing in the voice of people she meets, constructing ‘a fake diary
entry for them’ (A5). She also talked about the possibility that she might ‘essentially
lie’ (A5). She described these approaches as ‘constantly training the imagination’ and
liking to ‘heighten everything’ (A5). She also talked about creating the narrator
according to her personal experience.

A5: yeah | think definitely curiosity | was always wanting to write
about things | could see like | would if | met someone | would try
and write a monologue or a ... a kind of fake diary entry for them
that’s the kind of thing | used to ... to um | guess making up
people was constantly making training the imagination going
that’s why | was into um | used to always heighten everything |
think and most of my stories as narrators usually have a kind of a
heightened version of myself somehow some little tie always
kind of links back to me cause | used to yea heighten every story
and my mom used to get annoyed ... because | used to [change in
tone to emphasize but quickly said] essentially lie ... ‘ahhh | did
this today’ ... [using another voice to indicate dialogue] ‘what no
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you didn’t you were in the garden” [change of voice to indicate
shift to her voice] “nah nah nah | did this” they would not be
completely out of the squad | never said a spaceship came oh no
| did this | found this hole in the garden | got under and
someone’s in there and | would like well [mumbles something]
there wasn’t anything ...

This account constructed quite a complex image of the relation between the
narrator figure and A. Her habit ‘to always heighten everything’” — implies that
whatever her own life was, it was not exciting enough and had to be transformed
into something else via the avatar of the narrator figure. A here seemed to take
direct responsibility for the creation of the narrator as a writer. It might be possible
to claim that for A’s writing fantasy to be achieved, she must prohibit anything that
seems to her to be boring or uninteresting, or flat; instead she likes to ‘heighten.’
The heightening seems to be done via the ‘narrator figure.” Structurally in her replies
she used her personal experience stories to justify her way of writing, thus turning
her own self into the “main protagonist” in her discourse about writing.

In other replies, there was a moving to and fro from completely identifying
with the narrator. She explains:

A10: [...] the focus of my work is about always is [sic] the narrator
figure [...]

The narrator figure remains the focus, she said, whether it was just her as a
child (she said ‘if that is all | had to go with’ (A10)) or later on just the narrator figure.
At the end of her reply, she said that she was not sure ‘if this is a selfish way of
writing’ (A10). In this response, A let the narrator figure stand for herself and not at
the same time with her optional phrasing: ‘the narrator is the focal point and
everything happens around and is usually from the point of [...] whether that’s me or
whether it’'s someone [...] it always is around one person creating the world for
them’ (A10).

A also linked her writing to her relation with music. She explained how she
started ‘Creative Writing’ coming from a habit of ‘scribbling lyrics’ (A1), linking her
interest in writing with her interest in music. However, the connection to music was

also related to the construction of the narrator:
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Al: [...] | like it to be out somewhere whether its being heard in
music or whether it’ s being heard from the kind of narrator
figure ... | guess that’s what | see it as

‘The narrator figure’ in the phrase ‘whether it’s being heard from the kind of
narrator figure’ [put in bold text above for emphasis] is positioned as the vehicle of
writing for A. In other replies too, A highlighted the contribution of sound to her
construction of the narrator. She referred to ‘how things flow with the presence of
the kind of narrator or storyteller’ and the ‘lyric sound of poetry,” and the ‘Beat
poets’ 43 (A2). A’s own internal aesthetic of use of sound linked with the narrator
seems to be constitutive of A’s manner of composition and the subject matter she
writes about.

Finally, A explained how the narrator figure can sometimes disrupt the
narration. She explicitly identified with other writers/performers who use this kind
of narrative disruption and seemed to draw on her experience of other works. When
| asked her about poets or playwrights she admires, she explained:

A40: [...] kind of tricking into the audience and lulling them into
false sense of security questioning who that is who they are
seeing because | think the narrator is always slightly heightened
if they are performing.

The false sense of security the narrator can provide seemed to be important
for A. She said that she enjoys this process in her own writing and performances. A
appeared to ambiguously refer to herself with the phrase: ‘the narrator is always
slightly heightened if they are performing.” Again, A, here, both identified with the
narrator but also distanced herself from the narrator by speaking in third person
about him or her, as she did with considering the use of sound and the narrator and
her personal experiences linked with the narrator.

The disruption in the narrator’s articulation is linked with what A said in other
parts of the first interview in relation to her process of writing, the use of sound and
her own ability to articulate. A explained:

A27: writing in a poem in a kind of a frustra flustered style is
quite a nice challenge cause it gets all down and | have to force it
into like two columns or something like that which is nice.

43 famous American poetry movement with emphasis on the sound and the beat of the writing.
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This way of “making”/creating/composing is linked to other places in the
interview in relation to how she manipulates sound to produce the disruption in the
narrative. She said she enjoys the tempo of narration, the ‘rise and fall’ (A29). A
described:

A29: [...] | am able to control it within the life of the poem which

is really nice ‘cause you have pulled things back [...]

Earlier, she had explained that ‘a lot of my poems have kind of a turnaround
poem moment where | start to go a bit kind of mad and never say what | mean
yeah....(A27). This account of the build up of rhythm, the ability to control the ‘life
of the poem’ and the disruption or ‘turnaround’ in meaning can also be related to
A’s reference to ‘crescendo,’ the point in her poems which reach a climax (A9).

The significance of rhythm to A’s process of writing was further emphasized
when she explained that she does not think about her writing but rather ‘says’ it
again and again to see how it can ‘fit the beat’ (A32) she has in her mind. This
suggests A has an internal aesthetic of sound, which she follows in the process of
composition. This seems to be similar with previous findings about the process of
composition of poets. Magee (2009) in his research interviewing poets about the
process of composition has suggested that ‘most poets stressed the priority of
hearing’ (2009, online no pages).

This process of composing via the sound and the disruption in the narrator’s
narrative may relate to A’s repetition in both interviews that she is not good at
articulating herself. In the first interview, she explicitly said she writes about: ‘not
being able to articulate myself which is something | really struggle ‘cause | can never
say what | mean’ (A27). In the final interview, she also repeats that she is ‘bad’ at
articulating herself (A132-137).

| wonder here whether A explores her fear of disarticulation through her
fantasy of the narrator figure with identifying with her “symptom” of disarticulation,
her disrupting of the narrator’s narrative. This disruption may have some sort of

effect on or relation to A’s performance of internal aesthetic of sound too.

158



6.2.2 The ‘Narrator Figure’ Writing Fantasy in A’s Texts
My analysis traces how A’s writing fantasy of the ‘narrator figure’ is enacted in the

logic of composition of her texts. In six of eight texts produced during the research
project, there is a first person narration with limited point of view and a disruption in
the narrator’s narrative, which may be an exploration of or defense against
disarticulation. In the other two texts written by A in this research, there seems to
be a slight modification in the structure of the narrator figure. This modification
suggests that a re-modeling of A’s writing fantasy might have taken place in the
course of the research, which has expanded the remit of her ‘narrator figure’ writing
fantasy, and therefore also expanded her symbolic articulation of her ‘imperfect’
writer subjectivity.

For A, the technical features of the narrator figure also seem to be
constitutive of the subject matter of the writing. This contrasts with M’s where the
signified of the ‘wider meaning’ can be separated from the technique of the writing.
These technical elements of A’s writing fantasy can be traced quite directly in her
logic of composition, though the element relating to an internal aesthetic of sound is
not accessible to trace. The analysis will focus particularly on A’s logic of composition
in relation to the narrator’s point of view (first or third person and limited or
omniscient) and any slips in the narrator or imperfections alluded to, which may

relate invisibly to A’s use of sound.

6.2.2 a) The disrupted narrator: A’s usual logic of composition
A’s usual logic of composition represented in six of eight of her produced and

submitted texts has the narrator as the main protagonist. This is done via a first
person narration with limited point of view. Also, in line with her interview account,
there seems to be a slip in the narrator, an allusion to his or her imperfections in the
narrative.

For example, her first submitted text, a long poem titled ‘The Eye of A Snail,’
is about the narrator’s ‘theory about snails’ reporting incidents in the narrator’s life:
a snail climbing, her mother combing her hair, an incident at school, her mother

being brave, her being lost, her love of mad poets, her own writing, her mother’s
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pride in her writing, and a final call to the audience to ‘not be tired’ because ‘there is
more’ (A’s text). The poem starts with the narrator ‘thinking’ simultaneously and
criticizing this ‘way of thinking’ as not a good way to start a poem:

| think.

I am always thinking.

| know that | over-think

And | know | don’t think nearly enough.

And right now | ‘m thinking

That you’re probably thinking

This is the worst stinking

Introduction to a poem you’ve ever heard.

This poem is in first-person narration. The narrator takes the role of the

writer here and there is allusion to the narrator’s “weaknesses” from the very
beginning.

Another instance of an address to her subjectivity as an imperfect writer is a

critique at the end of the poem:

[...]

And | know this poem

Has taken a turn

For the worst

It’s like some sort of curse

To pour ‘me’

Into my poetry

In an attempt to see

Who | really am

There is an exploration of subjectivity here in the introduction of a relation

between ‘me’ and ‘my poetry’: i.e. “ to pour ‘me’ into my poetry in an attempt to see
who | really am.” This might be interpreted as the confusion of either A and/or the
narrator. This not knowing (oneself) is in line with the previous stanzas, where A or
the narrator talks about her mother, how she loves her, wants her to ‘keep
swimming’ but also about her not knowing what ‘love’ is and how to say ‘I love you’;
she has a ‘lack of script.” The word ‘curse’ could relate to A’s fantasmatic investment
of her faith in the Symbolic guarantee of her disarticulation within her writing. Both

the technique in terms of narration in this poem and the theme/story of the poem

seem to be enacting A’s conception of the narrator figure, her writing fantasy that is.
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| list in the table below a summary of A’s usual mode of writing and my subjective
interpretations of the disruption in her texts:

Table 5 — Participant A — Disruption in Texts

Text

Narrator

Subject

Disruption

The Eye of A Snail

First-person and
protagonist of story

Monologue about
snails, her love of her
mother, writing, and
poetry

At the end of the poem:
‘this poem has taken a
turn for the worst’

“Free-Write” (1%

First-person and
protagonist of story

Monologue about not
being able to sleep

Mid-narrative,

interruption of the flow
of the narration, sudden
shift in length of
sentences, referring to
‘Klazo’ and Screaming —

“Write About This” (2")

First-person
speaking to
personified coin
partial protagonist

Monologue about the
‘coin’” and how it is
treated by others

Wondering in the end if
others will look at the
coin as the narrator will,
if they need ‘it’ as she
does, breaking from a
description of the coin

“List of 20 Instructions”(3")

First-person and
protagonist of story

Monologue about a
relationship that ended

End of poem: telling her
lover:

‘To go fuck yourself,
And—with—the pulse
of your bass’

The rest of the poem is
not expressive of the

narrator’s feelings
towards the lover
describing the
relationship

“Write in A Voice Opposite | First-person and | Monologue about not | Not clear who the

to Your Own” (4th)

protagonist of story

being understood,
feeling like a ‘stain’

narrator is and who the
narrator addresses

“Using the Mirror given to
you write what you see in

its reflection” (Sth)

First-person and
protagonist of the
story

Monologue about one’s
face on passport and
how she is perceived by
her mother and
grandmother

The narrator’s face is
disrupted through
describing it as an
object to be matched
when checked as a
photo on passport. The
description focuses on
the narrator’s
imperfections

The first submitted, and first exercise texts by A in the project present a more

directly self-involved narrator figure, who is the main protagonist, and the story is

built around the narrator’s world. For example, A’s Free-Write text talks about the

‘lack of sleep’” and how the narrator writes when he or she cannot sleep, self-
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examining or introspecting. These texts might be interpreted as instances of
composition where A’s conception of the narrator figure as being the main
protagonist is more or less directly applied. The second, third, fourth and fifth texts
are not so self-absorbed, since others participate in the story. These might be
thought of as the transitional exploratory phase before the expanding that

happened in the final two texts that A produced.

6.2.2 b) The Omniscient or Omnipotent Narrator: A’s expanded writing fantasy
In two of eight texts produced in the experiment course, A’s usual logic of

composition seems slightly altered. In the text produced to the final exercise and the
final submitted text after the course, the narrator figure no longer plays the
protagonist role in the same direct way as in the other texts — the point of view is
now more omniscient and the protagonist is not the main or only voice in the story.
In the final interview, A noted that all of the exercises had something to do with the
narrator except for the last two texts (A55) in line with the interpreted potential
difference in point of view.

The final exercise of the experiment course was “Write a story using a myth
or fairy tale but retell it so that it is changed somehow.” Participant A chose the
fairytale about Hansel and Gretel. The usual story is that Hansel and Gretel get lost in
the woods and are tricked into a house made of candy created by the witch, in order
to lure kids in and eat them. The children manage to escape by fooling the witch at
the last minute by throwing her in the oven meant for them. The principle of the
story might be that the children, despite some moments of gluttony, manage to
overcome their greed as they are virtuous and smart and so they escape. In A’s sixth
produced text in class, the narrator figure is not the protagonist in the story but
seems to be narrating from an omniscient perspective. | want to suggest that the
narrator figure in this text is different to her usual logic of composition constructed
with a first person narrator figure.

There are two features in this text that seem to place the narrator differently.
First, the narrator only comments directly twice in the text, and these interventions

are unexpected: a) ‘Eat as much as you like/And | imagine they did! and b) ‘l can
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llI”

imagine their parents would find that Quite hard.” Second, the narrator’s does
not dominate the narration like in the other six texts. The narrative is mostly in third
person:

G+H’s parents loved them very much.

Or so they said.

It was as if they thought that all of country walks,
Cloud watchings and potato smilies could make up
For that terrible day in the woods.

The style of narration throughout this text with a relatively distant narrator,
although there is a moment of A’s typical disruption, the narrative introduces an
element of doubt: ‘or so they said.” The main thrust of the narrative seems to build
towards the children’s “punishment” it seems. They are portrayed as ‘delirious’ with
hunger and their description: ‘scabby elbows [...] hair thick [...] brown [...] he laughed
like a clown,” which A explained in her final interview that:

A112: [...] | wanted to make it more grotesque like | thought I'd
make it a grotesque style [...]

In the same reply, she explained that everyone wants to read a fairytale that
has been ‘tampered with.” | wonder here whether there is an analogy between the
tampered narrative of the narrator and this re-telling of a fairytale. Although at the
same time it can be suggested that A is exploring and expanding her fantasy using
the new frame provided by the exercise to produce a third person narration. She
said in the final interview that she went with what she felt first: she could not resist
‘killing the children’ (A113) and that it is quite ‘sadistic’ — ‘someone always has to die
in the end’ —and it is ‘ambiguous’ in the end [pronounces the ‘m’ in ambiguous more
slowly emphasizing it]. However, she said that the ‘story one was the most different’
because it was not about ... [her]’ (A125).

If we consider that the narrator “kills” or A “kills” the imperfect children, this
seems to be both similar and different from all her other texts where the denigratory
comments are directed at the narrator rather than at another protagonist. The
denigration of the protagonist(s), however, is maintained. So, there is still a way in
which this annihilating of the imperfect children might replicate aspects of a “killing”

of the imperfect narrator — parts of A’s own writer subjectivity. This ‘sadistic’
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enjoyment, | think, is also enacted in her final submitted text, which also deals with

the subject matter of death.

- The narrator and everyone else die
The narrator’s voice in A’s poem without title, which is her final submitted text

written outside of the class, is used in a different way from the first six texts. As with
the Hansel and Gretel text, in this text the narrator has a more omniscient position.
In A’s usual logic of composition there is an uncertainty about the narrator’s
‘knowing,” which is not articulated quite so directly in either the Hansel and Gretel
text or in the final poem. Additionally, in the final poem, the narrator has a different
relation with the reader and audience because the narration is both in first person
singular and first person plural.

The poem starts with an exploration of the possibility of death. | use bold text
to denote the different ‘people’ who appear:

Maybe we’ll all die

Hopeless, worthless

In New York,

With the cops lining

All the way up 5" avenue.

| bet a crook like you

Could shut a whole street down
On a day like today

And I'll lead the parade.

The narrator’s voice is both collective and individual: first “maybe we’ll all
die” and second “I'll lead the parade.” Though the uncertainty about the narrator is
not articulated directly, as | have pointed out, the confusion about who is narrating
is indirectly articulated here, and is also related to the theme of the story; a parade
of death. For example, ‘a crook like you’ could imply another character, the narrator
in self-reference or the reader, or potentially all of these at the same time. This
ambiguity of address might be interpreted as an indirectly articulated uncertainty.

This mixing of who the narrator is can perhaps be related to the lines where
A writes about the mixing of dust:

Maybe all of the wasp stings
And nicknames

Will amount to nothing.
And all that’s left is to mix
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My dust with his.
[A’s italics]

The phrase ‘to mix/My dust with his’ might be considered as integrating the
narrator’s loss (the enigmatic inadequacy of ‘wasp stings/ and nicknames/Will
amount to nothing’ with an abstract loss indirectly hinted by ‘his[dust]”). This
reference is not entirely accessible to the reader. Broadly, however, one does trace
the theme of loss repeated in all of A’s texts. Nonetheless, in this text it seems that
the “1” is now including others too. The voice of the narrator in this poem becomes
the voice of a collective self-confession of the reader, the audience, and the
narrator. Adding to this sense of inclusion, there is a sense of “performance” that
seems to make the audience participate in the narrator’s performance in this poem.
This is achieved through the use of the repeated refrain ‘And maybe we’ll all die’ and
with the performance of those ‘stand[ing] naked and proud’:

But isn’t it better

To stand naked and proud

And say, “I feel great”

At the front of the crowd

And get your money’s worth

When | hit the dirt

These lines could be understood analogously as a performative embodiment

of the disruption that usually takes place in the narratives of A’s narrators. Also, this
performance of death could be understood as a legitimation of the performance of
imperfection — an identification with one’s/the narrator’s/the author’s symptom of
“imperfection” even. Unlike her other texts, it seems possible to suggest that A’s

llI”

manner of composition, her use of the ambiguous narrator appearing as and
“we” and references to a “you” seem to refract the places from where the voice of
the narrator comes from, multiplying the implied narrators. A co-fading and a co-
emergence of emotions, time and appearances seem to be taking place in this poem,
where the Other to whom this written discourse is addressed cannot quite be

pinned down:

Maybe, on a day like today,
After the sun burn’s gone down
And the make-up’s smudged off
And our hair’s finally cooled,
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We'll lay on our backs
In the garden say
“I vow to never die old”

A different dynamic in the narration and consequently a different kind of
‘narrator figure’ than in the previous texts are produced because of the use of “we”
“I” and “you” in the story making the reader and the narrator participate together in
this narration. The refrain, the phrase that is repeated, seems to foreground and
legitimise this acknowledgement of the lack in the narrator.

It may be possible to suggest that a ‘potential space’ (Kuhn 2013, p.4) may
have been triggered for A to write this; something was played with in a way that
opened up pathways of writing/of her writer subjectivity that had not been
previously accessible. By ‘potential space,” we might understand, ‘the place that
contains fantasy and reality’ (Kuhn 2013, p.4) — what lies between ‘symbol and the
symbolized’ from an object-relations perspective as proposed by Winnicott (ibid,
p.4). From a Lacanian perspective, | think, this might be understood as a moment of
pure desirousness between the Imaginary and the Symbolic registers, beyond objet
a.

We might wonder here whether the confusing combination of
‘presence/absence’ of the setting, (providing a frame through the exercise (fairytale)
earlier, but not the content — which fairytale — and the temporal dimension of
providing an exercise and then asking for a text written without an exercise) may
have allowed A to play with her desire. Instead of following her logic of composition
according to her invisible fantasmatic objet a of her fantasy, A may have conjured
the complementary fantasmatic objet a. This objet a, Ettinger (2006, p.41-90) posits,
is produced before objet a, before one’s subjection, during the late intrauterine
state. Broadly, she argues interpreting the Other’s desire in Lacanian theory or
playing with the ‘primal maternal object,” produce the experience of the self of the
baby through the instances of the presence and absence of the mother and thus the
child’s first aesthetics (2006, p.78). Thus, there must also be aesthetics that relate to
the metramorphic link a, constructed in the womb before the objet a, which might

sometimes be invoked in the process of writing/creating in art.
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Ettinger (2006, p.83) suggests that remembering the matrixial objet a (or
metramorphic link a), the subject creates a ‘multifocal object’ in the creative process.
In the aesthetic outcome of this process, like A’s ambiguous narrator in her final text,
‘the co-emerging | and non-l are both active and passive beyond
appearance/disappearance, whereas the ‘I interweaves with the unknown non-I’
(ibid, p.84). Ettinger (2006, p.86), referring to visual artwork, explains that such an
engagement produces in the audience the experience of a ‘similar
metramorphosis*, and will momentarily co-emerge with the gaze caught in the
artwork’[my italics]. In such events, she explains, ‘we participate in the traumatic
events of the Other’ (ibid). Thus, | wonder here whether this moment of
desirousness potentially produced by this enigmatic setting of the research brought
Participant A in touch with her supplementary feminine desire in writing, and helped
her explore the non-I (the invisible prohibition in her writing fantasy) in a several way
through her poem. Such an expansion of fantasy presents the beginning of a

significant insight into moments of something new emerging in art.

6.3 The ‘Natural’ ‘Relaxed’ Writing Fantasy - Participant G
Participant G was a second-year undergraduate Drama and Creative Writing student

at the time of the research. In his first interview, G provided an account of how
writing changed from a hobby to a career option for him. He also linked his interest
in writing to being a good at drawing his childhood, and discussed his process of
writing as relaxed and natural. G also mentioned that he comes from the ‘deep
countryside’ (G34) and speculated that his desperate wish to escape his place of
origin may be articulated in his writing. In this research, the texts G wrote are all
prose fiction, apart from his last submission, which is a play. G attended all of the
sessions, except the 4™ one, “Write in A Voice Opposite to Your Own.” He completed
this at home and submitted it in the next class. In the classroom discussions and

interviews, G seemed tentatively confident. He frequently asked the other

4*‘Metramorphosis’ is one of many neologisms used in Ettinger’s text (2006) to
indicate the transformation (metamorphosis) in the womb (metra in Ancient Greek)
(p.1-37).
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participants whether they had thought of what they wrote beforehand or if it was
spontaneous.

Participant G’s writing fantasy has been quite difficult to “untangle” in the
data because all his texts remained the same in terms of logic of composition, apart
from one small difference in one text. Also, G’s texts seemed to me to be closer to
versions of Creative Writing texts that might be published, and less experimental or
hesitant than the texts of the other participants. In G’s accounts, his writing fantasy
is organized by the master signifier ‘natural.” Unlike the other two participants, G’s
organization of discourse is not organized thematically and structurally. For example
in the case of M, she thematically refers to the ‘wider meaning’ in her interview, and
her replies also enact this ‘telling’ not showing in their constructions. G presented
his development, process, and analysis of his writing as ‘natural’ thematically. His
discourse presented a structured account of these, which was not so ‘natural’ or
spontaneous. In his texts in this research, G seemed to enact a ‘natural’ writer
subjectivity through a signifying gaze, which is the repeated traced logic of
composition. | call it a signifying gaze because it signifies/assigns meanings through
the narration of detailed images. However, this mode of composing was not
acknowledged as a conscious writing technique by G.

As this chapter is an exploration of the structure of fantasy in the context of
writing, and because this case study’s tracing of fantasy is different, the argument
here is a little bit more speculative than the other two. | present examples from G’s
interview and then from his writing to indicate his writing fantasy. Then, | present an
example from a text where G may have encountered an Otherness, which may have
been “covered over” in the way he engaged with the exercise in class and how he

talked about this incident in his final interview.

6.3.1 The ‘Natural’ Writing Fantasy in G’s Spoken Discourse
G’s focus on the ‘natural’ aspects of writing emerges as a consistent theme in his

first interview (repeated 7 times G13, 20, 23, 65, 76). He links the master signifiers
‘relaxed’ (G12) and ‘natural’ to three strands: 1) the development of his writing 2) his

process of writing and 3) an analysis of his writing techniques and themes. These
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three ways in which he described his writing constructed this “effortless” writer
subjectivity that he described as ‘fun’ and not ‘too solemn’ (G32). ‘Funny’ is a
secondary master signifier supporting this ‘natural’ and relaxed writing fantasy
(repeated 7 times in first interview G2, 16, 17, 59, 66, 69, 76). In most of his
responses, G did not fix an ideal of writing with a master signifier. G frequently
discussed what he never does in the first interview (‘never’ is repeated 11 times in
responses, twice in some responses G1, 2, 9, 12, 15, 29, 30, 39, 50, 65, 71: e.g.
‘there’s never any pressure on it’ (G12) ‘never thought of it as a chore’ (G15)). These
references are all linked to the process of writing being a ‘natural’ thing for him.
There is an inherent focus in his accounts on “not fixing” in his practice of writing;
this is in evident contrast with what | will explain he referred to as ‘stuck’ style in his
texts in this project.

In his first interview, G’s account of writing was an analysis of his practice. In
response to ‘tell me about how you view or feel about writing,” G’s first reply was
about the development of his writing in the past, present and future. This account of
the development presented a “natural” evolution of the role writing has played in
his life:

G1: eh well, | guess writing for me has always been something
sort of just something like a hobby you know like a rainy day
sort of thing because | never really take Creative Writing
seriously as a sort of career option? or as something to study |
guess, cause it was always something e like when youre little
you sort of write these little stories cause it was always just a
way to pass the time | guess rather than taking it so seriously and
so ... but now it sort of become something that you know | am
taking more seriously its taking priority over my life ... it's
probably not that good? But it’s it sort of went from something
not serious to something that I've been looking into as
something that is a viable career option ... | guess

G talked about writing chronologically, in terms of what it was, what it always
has been and what it has become. | use bold and italics text to highlight the elements
referring to this in the response above. The repetition of the word ‘something’ could
point to G’s attempt to objectify his practice. This account is an analysis of what his
writing is for him, providing a categorization : hobby versus career option. He said

that it has always been ‘sort of just something like a hobby’ ‘like a rainy day sort of
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thing.” Even though G described how he saw writing in the past, he used present
tense for ‘I never really take Creative Writing seriously.” His reference to writing as
something he is taking more seriously, taking priority ‘over’ his life, instead of ‘in’ his
life might be an articulation of his view of writing. This is then followed by a
questionning of what he has just said ‘It’s probably not that good?.” The pairing of
these two statements, an assertion followed by a question, might be interpreted as
enacting the prohibition of ‘serious’ in his relation to writing.

G also tended to report that writing for him was not something serious
throughout the first interview, constructed by his replies which use ‘never’ as a
formulation. For example, he said : ‘I never thought about doing it at university level’
(G9), ‘I am never directly thinking about a writer in general’ (G29), or ‘never very
good [endings of stories]’” (G39). In describing possible defenses in writing in
composition from a Lacanian point of view, Bracher has proposed that writing, which
is an account of development of something/ of a process, ‘functions as a kind of
condensation of [the composition techniques] analysis and description -
[interpreting this way of writing in relation to the subject’s subjectivity as] a way of
avoiding both the abstract and the personal, both the Other’s desire and one’s own’
(1997, p. 117). | wonder whether the above formulations of his development of
writing may point to a potential defense, a fantasmatic investment in not presenting
his investment in writing, (for fear of failure or evaluation? [question-mark
intended]).

The ongoing contradiction in G’s replies in his first interview is that writing
does have a serious function for him but this is not directly acknowledged. For
example, G explained that he chose to draw or write because ‘you want to seem
more creative and you want to seem more interesting to people’ (G2) and felt ‘more
creative that way.” G’s interest in writing originated from drawing and creating ‘little
comic books’ (G4) at school. He said that he used to draw and create ‘cartoon stuff’
and that he is unsure whether his classmates ‘liked it’ but that it was just a way of
‘showing off’(G5). This use of creativity might be interpreted as a means for
representing oneself socially, which is a serious function of his writing. When |
punctuated his phrase by saying ‘you show them off?’ (Z4) to probe him to elaborate
on what he means, G minimized the meaning of ‘showing off.” He said that it was
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this ‘weird thing’ (G5) and it is literally ‘showing’ his comic books®, his illustrated
stories to other people. This serious function of ‘showing off,’ that is not
acknowledged as serious, is evident in the themes of the stories he explored in his
‘little comic books,” e.g. the outcast penguin who succeeds in an art competition and
then makes friends (G8).
G presented his process of writing as also not serious, as ‘relaxed’ (G12). He
said:
G2: [...] | only sort of ever do it when | am relaxed and when
you’re sort of sat down clear mind and you’re not thinking of
anything else and so | usually just can go off start off
straightaway [...]
G’s account of the process of writing was presented as stress-free. He began
the reply above by saying ‘he does not know what others say [...] stuck there with a
writer’s block [...] desperate to think of anything.” G’s account comprised of his
thoughts about the process of writing and his consideration of others’ thoughts on

I”

this matter. This may perhaps indicate that this is a not so “natural” or spontaneous
account. He seems to assume that my question has to do with the difficulty of
writing things down, rather than just being able to describe what one does when one
is sitting down to write.

G also talked about being relaxed in relation to receiving feedback from
others about his writing. For example, he repeated that he is not really ‘bothered
about giving them a story, | am just sort of wanna whatever of comes naturally [...]
not like in a show off way’ (G23). This attempt to come off as not being ‘bothered’ is
also enacted in his replies about the way he writes. When | asked G ‘how would you
describe that language’ (Z20) to gain more concrete details about his way of writing,

he explained:

G20: a lot of my writing now is really sort of really descriptive
people describe like sort of some natural like sort of romantic
descriptive full of these metaphors and | guess readingt hrough
a lot of it a lot of it is naturally based and like sort of set in the

45 G4: yea ‘cause | always used to write these little books and ah
illustrate them all show them make little comic books and like
hand them round?
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country and very like | don’t want to say that very like poetic but
like I am not like bigging it up but that’s sort of the kind of way ...

On the one hand, G seemed to know how to describe or to have thought
about his writing. He was clearly able to give quite an analytical account of his style,
which, he, then, seemed to want to retract; this move might be considered a
hedging in terms of providing a fixing account of how he might write. The final strand
of his reply appeared conscious of sounding quite elaborate and “prepared” and
might be considered an attempt to maintain the ‘natural’ style/attitude to his art, (‘I
am not like bigging it up’). Trying to minimize the seriousness is analogous to his
attitude in previous replies about the process being quite relaxed for him but ‘not in
a show off way.” Another example of this attitude is when he explained that his
writing starts as a single line and then develops into a story without having any lucid
plot in his mind beforehand (G31).

Finally, G also seemed to both know and not know about the
autobiographical element in his writing. His accounts about his writing being an
‘escapism’ or ‘weirdly autobiographical’ are also linked to the master signifiers
‘relaxed” and ‘natural’ of his writing fantasy linked with not sounding serious. In

response to my question about ‘what fuels the content of what you write,” G said:

G17: I've tried not to think about it ‘cause a lot of my stuff is
probably could be looked into quite a lot me being quite crazy
but | guess most of it is is sort of like social stuff

Before | formulated my question, | said ‘quite a lot of fun’ responding to his
previous replies (G9-15), where he continously highlighted writing has been ‘fun’ and
a ‘hobby’ nothing serious. When | asked G to explain what he meant by ‘social,” he
said that he looked at his ‘stuff’ and that it has evolved as he has changed from
being a schoolboy to moving to London (G17-18). Even though G said he had tried
not to think about it, in later parts of the interview, G said that his writing is usually
about ‘one male protagonist’ (G32) whose life is ‘sort of breaking down around him’
(G32) and it has to do with his background having grown up in the ‘deep countryside’
and being ‘desperate’ (G32) to move to an urban area. He intercepted this response

by saying he does not want to sound ‘solemn’ but that it is about ‘being overcome by
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the city life’ (G32). In the following replies, G also related his writing with escapism
and said that is ‘from where the ‘descriptive things come from’ and ‘focused on
landscape’ (G36).

He provided explanations of elements in his writing but at points paired
these explanations with hedging statements claiming that he has not really thought
about these elements. The interview setting may have triggered this hedging in G’s
articulations. However, his hedging may also relate to G’s wish not to sound ‘solemn’
(G32). ‘Serious’ or ‘solemn’ seemed to be signifiers representing one of the main
elements possibly prohibited in G’s writing fantasy in his interview. He explained
that his writing has always been ‘fun’ and refers to it as funny throughout his first
interview (repeated 7 times) in contrast to his numerous denigrations of the
seriousness of the role of writing, his process and descriptions of writing (G1, 2, 9,
12, 15, 29, 30, 39, 50, 65, 71) using ‘never.’

The idea mentioned earlier by Bracher (1997, p.117) that one analyzes
oneself (by providing an account of a development in one’s writing) in an attempt to
move away from one’s desire and the Other’s desire is interesting to consider here
as a form of defense espoused by G in his speech about his writing. The research
setting, in G’s case, may have enhanced G’s fantasmatic scenario about writing when
relaxed, if it was perceived as having a serious frame, ‘look[ing] into’ something. G
used the phrase ‘looked into’ (G17) to refer to his writing: ‘a lot of my stuff is
probably could be looked into quite a lot me being quite crazy’ (G17). This ‘looking
into’ understood as ‘thinking about it" or ‘serious’ or ‘solemn’ seems to be precisely

what G prohibits, so that he can write.

6.3.2 The ‘Natural’ Writing Fantasy in G’s Texts

6.3.2 a) The signifying gaze : G’s usual logic of composition

There is an emergent common logic of composition in all of G’s texts produced and
submitted in this research. As noted earlier, G’s logic of composition is a narration

through description of images, which symbolize the meaning of the story: “a

signifying gaze.”
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| argue here that all of G’s texts follow a similar logic of composition, which
may have been produced in response to the interpreted threatening frame of this
research setting as ‘unnatural’ or not relaxed. | also speculate whether in one text
(written to the 5" exercise) G might have approximated an encounter with
“Otherness” constructed as the element usually excluded from his writer
subjectivity. This is because in this particular text, in addition to describing images,
their symbolized meaning is also stated. This is different to G’s commonly traced
manner of writing in his other texts. | precariously suggest that G may have covered
over this potential encounter with Otherness by the way he engaged with the
exercise in class and his particular references to it in the final interview.

G submitted two texts at the first interview. Both follow a similar logic of
composition. One of the two is a piece of fiction, a short story about Santa Claus’
wife, Mrs. Christmas. The story begins with Mrs. Christmas getting out of bed and
wrapping up a present. The description of this scene pinpoints she is alone in the
house. Then, she listens to the elves speak about her husband from next door. After
that, she watches a couple and their children spending Christmas together from her
window. Then, her husband returns to the house in the morning to fall asleep next
to her. The story ends with her husband fast asleep next to her and her opening the
present that she wrapped for herself at the beginning of the story. This text is
written in continuous description, using it to “show” or draw out the protagonist of
the story. The description of pictures and scenes are left to “tell” the story, instead
of for example having Mrs. Christmas speak her sadness to spend Christmas alone
and being the only one who does not receive a Christmas present from Santa Claus,
who is her husband.

An example of continuous description of scene comes at the start of the story
where Mrs. Christmas is described wrapping her present, which she will open at the
end of the story when her husband returns home.

1st submitted text
Taking the end of the ribbon in one hand, and gently flattening it
out over the top of the neatly wrapped packed with the other,
she pulled the opposite end and fastened the two strands
together in a precise bow, which sat firm on top of the gift like a
meditative Buddhist. She took the box carefully, and in both
hands, and placed it amongst the others at the foot of the bed.
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Climbing under the sheets, her large frame sinking fat into the

mattress and heaving her down like a chopped tree, she pulled

the duvet over her body and stared through the darkness at the

ceiling.

The logic of composition is constituted in the description of the picture of the

scene slowly built up via the punctuation, which creates longer sentences and a
sense of continuity in the narrative. Also, this slow development is produced via the
continuous tense used for the verbs in the scene and via the metaphors or similes
used such as ‘like a meditative Buddhist’ or ‘heaving her down like a chopped tree.’
The combination of these elements develops a narrative through a specific lens on
the story, one that is very much visual: a gaze that signifies through the detail of
images. This, in turn, creates a story of pictures to signify the feelings, emotions and
intentions of the characters. The plot in this story, as G claims in his interview (G21)
about his plots in general (‘not having a direct plot or [...] lucid story’), is not lucid
and only becomes apparent at the end of the story.

The same logic is followed in all of G’s texts. A table outlining these texts follows on

the next page.

175



Table 6 — Participant G — The Signifying Gaze

Text

Images (examples)

Narration: Description of images in scene

“Free-Write” (1%

Movements with clothing to
describe the unbearable heat: e.g.
‘one fanned his face with an open
palm, washing it like a leaf in front
of him’

The unbearable heat in a campsite

“Write About This”
(2")

Coins being produced in a factory:
e.g. ‘As another coin is dropped,
great clouds of soot and vapour
rise from the chimneys, necessary
products of the great machine’

A copper coin factory scene

“List of 20
Instructions”(3")

A man eating up his food greedily:
e.g. ‘He was a pig. He shoveled in
twenty round, moist new potatoes
(sentence marked out) at once
into his (marked out) cheeks,
drool(irg} spilling out of the
wides.’

A man’s leisurely relaxation at his home

“Write in A Voice
Opposite to Your
Own” (4rth)

The symbol drawn outside a
building to indicate if it is
inhabited: e.g. Where there
wasn’t mud, there was peeling
blue paint, which as | have yet to
be proven otherwise, means i the
building in front of which | sleep is
unoccupied.’

A homeless man’s description of symbols
communication for homeless people

“Choose a
Fairytale and re-
write it so that it is
changed
somehow” (6th

The grandmother’s nightgown:
e.g. ‘her night gown which lay
hung over the back of her chair, as
if it had swooned in terror’

Little-red riding hood scene finding her
grandmother dead in the wolf’s stomach

Final Submitted: A
play

Dialogue indicating the wife does
not see her husband being killed
by a thief, who then chats her up
in her house...

Married couple’s dialogue, showing what
each does not notice in the scene affecting
their understanding of each other

The same descriptive style is also followed in the 3" 4™ and 6™ exercise texts

and final submitted text; pointing to the symbolism of the story through description

of images or through movements of characters in the play script.

6.3.2 b) ‘Bare thoughts’
There is one text written by G during the research with slight variation. 