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Governing the Soul

Governing the Soul is now widely recognised as one of the founding
texts in a new way of understanding the links between political power,
expertise and the self. This ‘governmentality’ perspective has had
important implications for a range of academic disciplines including
criminology, political theory, sociology and psychology and has
generated much theoretical innovation and empirical investigation.

This second edition adds a new Preface setting out the methodological
and conceptual bases of this approach and a new Afterword that
considers some of the implications of recent developments in the
government of subjectivity.

‘Governing the Soul exposed psychology students to information that
had not been part of their undergraduate training and to radically new
perspectives that they experienced as illuminating and liberating.’
Professor Kurt Danziger, Department of Psychology, York University,
Canada.

‘An inspirational book whose importance was clear to many social
theorists from the first but which was arguably just ahead of its time.
Now that it has taken its rightful place as perhaps the foundational
monograph in the burgeoning governmentality literature, its publica-
tion in a second edition is doubly welcome: both for the reappearance
of a work prematurely out of print; and for revisions that link it to
subsequent theoretical developments.’ Professor Pat O’Malley, Faculty
of Law and Management, La Trobe University.

‘It is the mark of a good book that distance enhances value. This
appraisal of the role which the human sciences have played in the
production of selves at once governable and self-governing still bites.
Rose shows how political technologies reappear as canons of personal
ethics, and thus points to self transforming properties in our practices
of understanding and intervention at the very junctures where we take
‘ourselves’ most seriously. A brilliant intervention itself. It is great
stuff, and it will be good to have the volume back in print.’ Professor
Marilyn Strathemn, Department of Social Anthropology, University of
Cambridge.



‘Nikolas Rose's book is a contribution to what he calls “the genealogy
of subjectivity”, as this has developed within psychology and its
affiliates. This genealogy is not quite a history, or rather it is “a history
of the present”, a history which knowing fully that it emerges out of
an engagement with the present all the better does justice to how in
the present we can know the difference of the past. Therefore, it is a
particularly potent form of history, which should engage the interest of
those academic tribes outside the social science one, tribes which as
Rose so clearly knows have been artificially separated from each other
for too long. The book is also concerned with how the ways in which
we govern our souls are inseparable from the ways in which we
become political subjects. Even as we appear to govern ourselves in
freedom, that freedom may be worked upon by others as a means of
power over ourselves. There is, therefore, no place to go which is
innocent of power. Therefore, this book speaks to an understanding of
“the political” which can serve as another rallying point for those who
wish to unite the lost tribes of the human sciences. Nikolas Rose has
in the recent past been a key figure in developing new questions, and
new modes of analysis, which not only contribute to but reconstitute
the very idea of the human sciences, and this book is one more
brilliant instance of the sustained originality and creativity of mind
that characterise his work.” Professor Patrick Joyce, Department of
History, University of Manchester.

‘Nikolas Rose shows us, with patient acuity, how new forms of
subjectivity are being fabricated, how new knowledges about the self
circulate, how we come to think so much is at stake in deciding who
we really are. Rose provides an important contribution to rethinking
these issues.’ Professor Paul Rabinow, Department of Law, University
of California at Berkeley.
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It would be wrong to say that the soul is an illusion, or an ideological
effect. On the contrary, it exists, it has a reality, it is produced
permanently around, on, within the body by the functioning of a
power ... on those one supervises, trains and corrects, over madmen,
children at home and at school, the colonized, over those who are
stuck at a machine and supervised for the rest of their lives.

Michel Foucault



Preface to the Second Edition

What kinds of creatures have we become, the men and women who
inhabit our present? How do we understand ourselves, and how are we
understood by those who would administer, manage, organize, im-
prove, police and control us? What kinds of presuppositions about
human beings are built into our practices of production and consump-
tion, of pedagogy and reform, of pleasure and erotics? And what
images, values, beliefs, norms do we employ when we think about,
enact and assess our existence! Governing the Soul tries to answer
some of these questions by looking at some of the historical events,
cognitive shifts and technical innovations that have gone to make up
our current ways of understanding and relating to ourselves as human
beings with a certain subjectivity. It is an exercise in the historical
sociology of the self. Or, to put it in terms that I prefer, it is a
contribution to the genealogy of subjectivity.

Rather than looking at ideas about the self in popular culture, in
literature or even in philosophy, I focus upon the human sciences,
in particular psychology and its affiliates — the endeavours which
can be generically termed ‘psy’. 1 think that these types of
knowledge and expertise, largely invented since the mid-nineteenth
century, are of particular significance. For these embody a particular
way in which human beings have tried to understand themselves —
to make themselves the subjects, objects, targets of a truthful
knowledge. And I think that they have played a constitutive role in
shaping the ways in which we think of ourselves and act upon
ourselves. That is to say, I suggest that ‘psy’ — the heterogeneous
knowledges, forms of authority and practical techniques that
constitute psychological expertise - has made it possible for human
beings to conceive of themselves, speak about themselves, judge
themselves and conduct themselves in new ways.

But in this book I make a stronger argument. My claim is that the
psy disciplines and psy expertise have had a key role in constructing
‘governable subjects’. Psy, here, is not simply a matter of ideas,
cultural beliefs or even of a specific kind of practice. I suggest that it
has had a very significant role in contemporary forms of political
power, making it possible to govern human beings in ways that are
compatible with the principles of liberalism and democracy. At one
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level, this has been through the ways in which that psy has helped to
resolve a range of difficulties in the practical management of human
beings: helping organise and administer individuals and groups within
schools, reformatories, prisons, asylums, hospitals, factories, court-
rooms, business organizations, the military, the domesticated nuclear
family. Each of these practices depends upon the co-ordination of
human conduct and the utilization or reform of human capacities in
relation to certain objectives. In Governing the Soul, I show that, in
producing positive knowledges, plausible truth claims, and apparently
dispassionate expertise, psy makes it possible to govern subjects
within these practices and apparatuses in ways that appear to be
based, not upon arbitrary authority, but upon the real nature of
humans as psychological subjects. The human sciences have actually
made it possible to exercise political, moral, organizational, even
personal authority in ways compatible with liberal notions of freedom
and autonomy of individuals and ideas about liberal limits on the
scope of legitimate political intervention.

I demonstrate this by examining the role of psy in a variety of
‘human technologies’ that have been developed over the course of the
twentieth century. I focus on four areas: the government of military
forces and civilians at time of war; the regulation of the factory and of
economic life more generally; the development of new ways of
understanding and intervening in child development and family
relations; the rise of the psychotherapies. In each area, I suggest that
the assembling together of these complex apparatuses and techniques
for the shaping of human conduct is not simply a technical matter of
devising new forms of regulation. Even at its most technical, I argue, it
involves particular, and often novel, ways of understanding the human
beings who are the subjects of regulation.

It is easy to misunderstand this argument, and to think that I am
proposing a critique that is based on the inappropriate technologiza-
tion of some ineffable humanity. My argument, however, is quite the
reverse. These new forms of regulation do not crush subjectivity. They
actually fabricate subjects - human men, women and children -
capable of bearing the burdens of liberty. From the mid-nineteenth
century, psy expertise has developed in symbiosis with a culture of
liberal freedom. But I argue that psy acquires a particular significance
within contemporary western forms of life, which have come to
celebrate values of autonomy and self-realization that are essentially
psychological in form and structure. These values establish and
delimit our sense of what it is to be a human being, and what it is to
live a life of liberty: indeed contemporary human subjects, at least
when they are accorded the status of adults, are ‘obliged to be free’ in
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this psychological sense. That is to say, however apparently external
and implacable may be the constraints, obstacles and limitations that
are encountered, each individual must render his or her life meaning-
ful as if it were the outcome of individual choices made in furtherance
of a biographical project of self-realization.

This book is also a intended as a contribution to the history of
psychology. It suggests that psychological knowledge should be under-
stood as a thing of this world, and that its problems, concepts,
explanations, techniques are intrinsically linked to its capacity to act
as a kind of ‘know-how’ in the government of conduct. I think that the
lessons of this kind of analysis are both substantive and methodologi-
cal. Substantively, I think it helps explain how psychology actually
managed to establish itself as a scientific discipline and a profession
and to gain widespread acceptability for its claims to truth. Methodo-
logically, [ think it charts a path beyond the rather unproductive
opposition between internal and external historical approaches to
scientific knowledge. To write the history of a body of knowledge like
psychology requires attention to the reciprocal relations between the
formation of its concepts, explanations and techniques and its role in
addressing practical concerns about the conduct of human beings,
individually and collectively, and in attempts to shape, control, reform
steer or direct that conduct in particular ways.

Power, Knowledge and Subjectivity

If 1 were writing the book today, I would write it differently.
Nonetheless, I have chosen to let the original text stand unaltered in
this second edition, apart from a few minor corrections. Rather than
amend it or update it, [ have provided a brief Afterword which draws
attention to some developments since the time of writing that seem
significant. Additionally, I would like to use this Preface to clarfy
some of the conceptual concems that motivate and infuse this study.

Whilst I had long been interested in the questions of psychology,
politics and the constitution of the self, my approach to these issues in
Governing the Soul, as in my previous book The Psychological
Complex, was shaped by my encounter with the thought of Michel
Foucault.! In the spirit of Foucault, I intended the book as a report on
field work conducted upon particular apparatuses of truth, power and
subjectification. My aim was to contribute to a genealogy of the
modern self. On re-reading the book, I have become aware of how
implicit this debt to Foucault remains, and how little I spell out the
concepts that do the analytical work in the body of the text. At the
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time, this was a deliberate decision. I hoped to avoid anything that
could be considered to be a contribution to the dispiriting industry of
commentary that had grown up around Foucault’s works, and his life.
Now, perhaps, ten years later, it might be helpful to say a little more
about some aspects of this debt to Foucault.

Perhaps the central lesson which this book tries to learn from
Foucault is a certain style of criticism. This refuses the themes that
have been foundational for much ‘radical’ critique of power and social
control, certainly in relation to psychology and psychiatry: the idea of a
simple hierarchy of domination and subordination; the idea of a place
of truth beyond power to which criticism aspires; the idea of power as
totalized in a sovereign state which can be accorded responsibility for,
and benefit from, its working; the personalization of that idea in the
image of the professional as ‘servant of power’; the idea of a form of
human subjectivity outside power which can serve as the basis of
evaluation and critique of the effects of power on the subjectivities we
have. A different critical strategy seems to me to be exemplified in
Foucault’s writings. This involves the attempt to try to trace, in very
concrete and material forms, the actual history of those forms of
rationality that comprise our present, the ways of thinking and acting
with which they have been caught up, the practices and assemblages
which they have animated, and the consequences for our understand-
ing of our present, and of ourselves in that present. Foucault’s own
work shows that we can question our present certainties — about what
we know, who we are, and how we should act — by confronting them
with their histories: this experience can prove more unsettling and
provocative than either the exposure of empirical errors or the
formulation of conceptual critiques.

A second, and more specific, way in which this study is informed
by Foucault’s work lies in a certain approach to the historicity of
knowledge. It is now a commonplace, of course, to refer to the objects
of the scientific imagination as ‘socially constructed’. This is especially
common where the social and human sciences are concerned. We
have studies of the social construction of intelligence, of the emotions,
of mental illness, of child abuse and so forth. Many of these studies
are extremely valuable. But the language of social construction is
actually rather weak. It is not very enlightening to be told repeatedly
that something claimed as ‘objective’ is in fact ‘socially constructed’.
Objects of thought are constructed in thought: what else could they
be? So the interesting questions concem the ways in which they are
constructed. Where do objects emerge? Which are the authorities who
are able to pronounce upon them? Through what concepts and
explanatory regimes are they specified? How do certain constructions
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acquire the status of truth - through experimental procedures,
demonstrations and other interventions, through the production of
effects and the reflection on effects, through the rhetorical deployment
of evidence and logic and so forth?

I am not particularly keen on attempts to derive a formal
methodology for this kind of ‘history of the present’, and it would be
misleading to claim that this study is the application of any such
methodology. Nonetheless, speaking rather roughly, it is possible to
identify a number of dimensions along which this analysis is
conducted:

Problematizations: the emergence of problems in relation to particu-
lar moral, political, economic, military, geopolitical or juridical con-
cems, or within the operations of particular practices or institutional
sites (courts, armies, schools, prisons...); the authorities who define
phenomena as problems (educational, legal, religious, political...); the
criteria in relation to which certain persons, things or forms of
conduct come to be seen as problematic {institutional norms, military
requirements, legal regulations...); the kinds of dividing practices
involved (sickness from health; madness from criminality; normality
from pathology...}.

Explanations: the operative concepts; the kinds of work done by the
relations amongst concepts; the language and grammar of explanatory
systems (rhetorics, metaphors, analogies, logics...); the designation of
domains of evidence and the criteria of demonstration, proof or
acceptability involved, the forms of visibility, remarkability, calculabil-
ity conferred.

Technologies: the technical assembly of means of judgement (clinical
examinations, tests, examinations, assessments with their associated
norms and normativities); the techniques of reformation and cure
(pedagogic, physical, therapeutic, punitive); the apparatuses within
which intervention is to take place (design of prisons, classrooms,
equipment, the connection of these into larger assemblages such as
schooling or health visiting).

Authorities: the constitution of particular personages or attributes of
authority; the emergence of expertise as a mode of authority and of
experts as authorities (social workers, personnel managers, experts on
child development, clinical psychologists, therapists); the procedures
used to acquire and maintain authority; the alliances, conflicts and
rivalries between different claims to authority; the types of authority
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they wield and the locales within which they wield it; their relation
with their subjects.

Subjectivities: ontological (as spirit, as soul, as consciousness, as
creatures of pleasure, of habits, of emotions, of will, of unconscious
desire, as individualised or collectivised in various ways); epistemo-
logical (as knowable through observation, through testing, through
confession...); ethical (the kinds of selves they should seck to be,
virtuous, wise, moderate, fulfilled, autonomous, civilized); technical
(what they must do to themselves, the practices, regimens, by which
they should act upon themselves to reform or improve themselves, in
order to become autonomous, free, fulfilled).

Strategies: the strategic or governmental aspirations (prevention of
degeneration, eugenic maximisation of the fitness of the race, minimi-
sation of the cost of social maladjustment through mental hygiene...);
the connections and associations with particular political or other
programmatics and logics of reform (the links between psy professions
and the internal racism of eugenicists; the human relations reformers
and the project of social democracy...); the role sought by or ascribed
to practitioners of psy within this governmental complex.

These six dimensions do not amount to a formal analytical grid
appropriate for all problems. They simply serve to generate the kinds
of material chosen for examination and the kinds of questions which I
ask of these particular materials. Perhaps they are best described as
perspectival. They sensitize us to the kinds of connections and
relations amongst diverse elements that have brought our contempo-
rary ways of thinking, judging and acting into being. The aim of such
genealogies is a kind of destabilisation or de-fatalisation of our present.
In describing its contingency, in therefore opening the possibility that
things have been different, could have been different, they try to make
it easier to assess that present in order to make judgements about how
to act upon it. If the history of our present is more accidental than we
may like to believe, the future of our present is also more open than it
sometimes appears.

When I began to write this book, in the mid-1980s, Foucault’s
work was the subject of much debate and commentary. Most of this
centred on his theoretical credentials. As far as I was aware, with the
exception of those who had worked with Foucault himself in France,
there had been very few attempts to actually develop and extend the
genealogy of subjectivity which he had begun to sketch out.2 The most
significant aspect of this work, for me, was the attempt to write a



GOVERNING THE SOUL xiii

historical ontology of ourselves. Although some critics thought that
Governing the Soul was an exercise in social psychology or a slightly
odd contribution to the history of psychology, it is an attempt to carry
forward this work of historical ontology by focusing upon a different
historical and national context. But it is also intended as a contribu-
tion to some rather conventional concems in the social and cultural
sciences; to questions concerning the sociology of the human sciences,
the sociology of subjectivity and the sociology of power. In fact, one of
the central concerns of the book is to demonstrate the ways in which
the approach to the study of knowledge, subjectivity and power by
Michel Foucault might contribute something new in each of these
three areas. Let me say a little about each.

The Sociology of Scientific Knowledge

The first general problem that concerned me was how to analyse the
social and political role of scientific knowledge. Most sociological
studies of the human sciences had portrayed them in terms of
ideologies - false knowledges with a social function of legitimation.
Knowledges, here, were seen as resources used in the service of power,
driven and shaped by political and professional interests, serving to
legitimate and mask the manipulation of human beings for the ends of
social order and private profit: their involvement with power inevitably
compromised their claims to truth. For reasons that are both
theoretical and empirical, this book rejects such ‘ideology-critique’. It
focuses instead on the productive role of knowledges. That is to say, I
attempt to describe the actual formation of knowledge practices, as
they have taken shape in our world, and the things that they have
made thinkable and practicable. In fact, I focus on two families of
knowledge practices and the relation between them. The first family
consists of the positive knowledges of the human and social sciences,
in particular of all those knowledges which take the prefix ‘psy’. The
second kind of knowledge that interests me is the kind of knowledge
one might term ‘political’ - i.e. of how to govern, what to govern, who
should govern and to what ends. For the moment, let me focus on
psy — I will return to political knowledge in a later section.

In my analysis of the emergence and transformation of psy
knowledges, I do not seek to distinguish between knowledges on the
grounds of some external criterion of truth and falsity, and to explain
falsity in terms of the illegitimate intrusion of extra-scientific factors
into an otherwise objective enterprise. Rather, what is attempted here
is a certain kind of historical epistemology. My concem is to
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reconstruct the epistemological field that allows certain things to be
considered true at particular historical moments, and the kinds of
entities, concepts, explanations, presuppositions, assumptions and
types of evidence and argument that are required if statements are to
count as true. However I do not treat knowledge practices as purely
representational or reflective, but analyze the ‘regimes of truth’
established, the relations between the webs of representations (words,
images, texts, tables, inscriptions etc.] that constitute a particular
body of knowledge and the practices of investigation, experimentation
and intervention within which phenomena are rendered visible, facts
are produced, and attempts are made to realize theories. In short, I
attempt to describe the material and practical conditions under which
truths, facts, explanations come to be formulated and accepted and to
examine their consequences — what they make possible.

In adopting this approach, my analysis of psy clearly links up with
contemporary work in the sociology of scientific knowledge which has
sought to write the history and sociology of truth. This work has
refused the classical philosophical distinction between a single objec-
tive truth corresponding to the actual facts of the matter and the
beliefs that are taken to be true at particular times and places. As
Steven Shapin has argued, in his Social History of Truth, it has treated
science simply as ‘a body of knowledge which members of our own
culture routinely recognize as having special claims to truth’ and has
examined the ways in which ‘truth-generating practices were put into
place and institutionalized’ as collective productions or rule-guided
institutional procedures drawing upon and helping to constitute a
certain moral order, within which certain accredited practitioners
make certain ideas true and make them agree with reality.3 If the
sociology of psy is unusual, it is in part because sociologists of science
have tended to study the production of scientific phenomena by people
called scientists working in institutional settings termed scientific
laboratories - they have worked at the ‘hard’ end of science. This is
largely because their arguments have had a kind of polemical purpose.
What may disconcert people about the truth status of statements
about DNA would hardly surprise them about any aspects of knowl-
edge claims in psy — that knowledge practices are suffused with
cultural presuppositions and assumptions, are the product of tacit
agreements and conventions of particular communities of knowledge
producers, are supported by the rhetorical use of claims about evidence
and facts, draw upon the results of all kinds of discretionary decisions
made in the course of experiments and investigations, and manifest a
certain ‘will to power’. Psy, in the sense in which it is studied here,
differs in many ways from the ‘harder forms of laboratory based
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scientific enquiry. It is not primarily a ‘laboratory discipline’. Its
personnel are not always ‘psychologists’ - indeed in much of the
period studied here they could not be, since the very discipline was in
the process of formation and the very idea of a psychologist was in the
process of invention. Psychology has to find its sites of investigation
where it can, in all those places where individuals are subject to
‘natural experiments’ — in the military, in the factory, in the
schoolroom, the courthouse, the prison. The entities and processes
that psy has invented - intelligence, personality, the unconscious,
self-esteem - are not usually thought of in the same way as those
brought into existence by molecular biology or atomic physics.
Nonetheless, 1 think one can discover something of general signifi-
cance about the sociology and history of truthful or veridical knowl-
edges through investigation of the practices by which psychological
objects, concepts, evidence and explanations are produced.

The approach to the formation of knowledge that I take in
Governing the Soul could be termed ‘an epistemology of assemblage’.
This approach to does not seek to deny as such the ‘objectivity’ of
knowledge, but to describe the ways in which objectivity is produced,
and the consequences of the production of objectivity.4 The body of
knowledge and expertise I term ‘psy’ is not merely a matter of
language, and its objectivity is not merely a matter of discourse. The
conditions of possibility for psy knowledges to emerge are themselves
practical and institutional, involving the collection of persons together
in particular places, their organization within particular practices and
the grids of perception and judgement that are thrown over conduct
and competencies as a consequence. Psychological phenomena -
intelligence, personality, development, adjustment - are thus the
outcome of a complex process of production, requiring the alignment
of entities, forces, gazes and thought. They are the outcome of
controversies and disputes over truth, which involve the deployment
not only of arguments and concepts, but also of many other resources,
from those of prestige, through those of cultural intelligibility to those
of practicability. In their practical deployment, psychological catego-
ries and explanations are inextricably bound up with all sorts of
interventions, in which the entities, classifications, judgements of the
psychologist are assembled together with persons and things, appara-
tuses are put together, effects are produced, inscribed, examined,
debated, analyzed, theorised and the results used as the basis of
further interventions. Hence, whilst the facts and phenomena of psy
are produced in these processes, not anything can be produced at any
one time. Psychological knowledge, too, has to go through what
Andrew Pickering has termed ‘the mangle of practice’.5 As I show on
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numerous occasions in this book, concepts, theories, facts do not
emerge unscathed from this mangle. What becomes psychological
truth is that which can find ways of associating itself with desired
effects and consequences in the various assemblages that it helps
compose. Once certain truths have been so established, certain
phenomena have been brought into existence, they can be further
explored, dissected, analyzed, classified, and used to do things both
within and outside the field of scientific practice. And the establish-
ment of one set of truths about the world, the production of one set of
realities and one family of descriptions of those realities, closes off the
production of others, for research and investigation follows one path at
the expense of others.

To the extent that the production of phenomena involves
resources, controversies, institutions, authorities and so forth, the
sociology of psychological knowledge cannot be divorced from the
sociology of power. I turn to this presently. And to the extent that
human beings conduct their lives under the descriptions of themselves
that are produced in these processes, the sociology of psy cannot be
divorced from the sociology of human subjectivity.

The Sociology of Subjectivity

The second general problem that I wanted to engage with in this study
concerned the social shaping of human subjects. In Governing the
Soul 1 seek to examine the role of psy knowledge and practices in
constituting human beings in certain ways, making up human
subjects with particular competencies and capacities. I try to chart the
birth of some of these ways of understanding subjects and the ways in
which they have enwrapped human beings within ways of thinking,
judging and acting upon themselves - techniques of the self. My
analysis here links up with the growing interest in questions of self
and identity in contemporary sociology and cultural studies.

This return of ‘the problem of the self to the heart of sociology is
welcome. Prior to the baneful disciplinization of the human sciences -
which split sociology from psychology from social anthropology from
history — almost every serious social thinker who reflected on their
present found themselves having to address the relations between
social arrangements and the types of human being who inhabited
them.6 These questions, for example, were central to Adam Smith,
both in his economic writings and in his attempt to develop a theory
of the moral sentiments. They were central to Karl Marx, not only
because his theory itself depended upon a certain ‘anthropology of
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labour’ but also in his notion of the capitalist as ‘bearer of social
relations, and in his argument about the grounding of economic and
legal individualism on the ideology of individuality generated by the
buying and selling of labour power in capitalism. They were central, of
course, to Emile Durkheim’s arguments about mechanical and organic
solidarity, and to his argument that the fundamental categories of
human cognition - Kant's a prioris - were the representation in
thought of particular forms of organization of social life. They were
central to Max Weber, in his argument that capitalist accumulation
depended upon a certain ethic of existence which had its basis in
Protestantism. They were central to George Simmel’s analysis of
money and to his reflections {and those of many others) on the
consequences of modernity - urbanization, industrialization,
increased speed of transportation and communication and so forth -
on human mental life. And they were the direct object of investigation
in Norbert Elias’s analysis of the relation between the growing
complexities of ‘civilization’ and the history of ‘civility’.

Each of these authors, like most contemporary sociologists who
have looked at these issues, asks how human psychologies, mentali-
ties and capacities have been socially determined - by morality, by
capitalism, by the division of labour, by religious ethics, by the money
economy, by the social inhibition of impulsive behaviour. The way in
which they answer this question depends upon the conceptions of
human beings prevailing at the time: as moral individuals, as bundles
of habits, as socialised via the repression of the instincts and the
configuration of an unconscious. I ask a different question: how have
persons been shaped by prevailing ways of thinking about human
beings and acting upon them? That is to say, rather than trying to
analyze how human individuals have been formed by particular social
processes, I ask how persons have been understood within particular
practices, how these understandings might have come about, what
kinds of techniques for acting on human beings were linked to these
understandings, what kind of consequences followed.

One would not wish to trace a unified or a linear story here - the
genealogy of subjectivity is not a matter of the succession of epochs
(tradition, modemity, detraditionalization, reflexivity) but is complex,
variable, material, technical, the confluence of a whole variety of
different shifts and practices with no single point of origin or principle
of unification. This is where I part company with contemporary
sociologies of the self such as those advanced by Ulrich Beck and
Anthony Giddens - for these do indeed attempt to trace a singular and
epochal history of subjectivity and find the motor of this history in
‘more fundamental’ transformations in social, economic, political and
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cultural relations.” I disagree with both aspects of such analyses - their
‘epochalisation’ and their sociological reduction of subjectivity. None-
theless it would not be too misleading to suggest that, over the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and in respect of practices for the
government of conduct in the English-speaking world, and perhaps
more widely in Europe, one could trace a shift from a conception of the
human being as a moral subject of habit, to that of the normal subject
of character and constitution in the second half of the nineteenth
century, to the social subject of solidarity and citizenship rights in the
first half of the twentieth century, to the autonomous subject of choice
and self-realization as the twentieth century drew to a close.

My analysis here neither proposes nor utilizes a ‘theory of the
subject’. But if we are not to explain these shifts through the
conventional language of socialization - the effects of changing social,
economic, familial, cultural conditions on the basic psychology of the
human individual - nor through the contemporary language of
psychoanalysis and the theory of the subject, how are we to under-
stand them? I have suggested, to use Ian Hacking’s nice phrase, that
this is a matter of ‘making up’ persons.® Many have emphasized the
significance of language in the historical construction and transforma-
tion of personhood.? They have argued that human beings actually live
out their lives as ‘narratives’, that we make use of the stories of the self
that our culture makes available to us to plan out our lives, to account
for events and give them significance, to accord ourselves an identity.
From this perspective, when our culture provides us with life
narratives couched in psychological terms, our lives really do become
psychological in their form. Our repertoires of subjectivity — feelings,
intentions, motivations and the like - can hence be understood as
historically contingent features of ways of speaking — of ‘language
games'. They are both possible and intelligible only in societies where
these things can properly be said by persons about persons. Language
here is morally constraining - it makes possible a moral repertoire of
relatively enduring features of personhood in inhabitants of particular
cultures. Talk about the self actually makes up the types of self-
awareness and self-understanding that human beings acquire and
display in their own lives, and makes up social practices themselves,
to the extent that such practices cannot be carried out without certain
self-understandings.

Ian Hacking makes an analogous argument in his histories of
‘human kinds’.10 Drawing on some fairly conventional philosophical
arguments about the distinction between the natural and the human
worlds, Hacking argues that human actions become possible and intel-
ligible only in the presence of certain languages of description. The
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emergence of a certain language, a category like ‘homosexual’ or ‘child
abuser’, for example, with its associated ways of dividing up different
kinds of activity and different sorts of people, of according meaning to
conduct and explaining and evaluating it in certain ways, also makes
possible new forms of human conduct. Unlike ‘natural kinds’, then,
Hacking suggests, ‘human kinds’ emerge and are transformed simulta-
neously with the languages that describe them. This kind of approach
has been developed by Kurt Danziger through some detailed historical
studies of psychological language.!! Danziger argues that psychological
properties such as intelligence, emotion, motivation, attitude and
personality actually shape and reshape the kinds of persons with whom
psychology has to deal, because the individuals who are the subjects of
investigation represent themselves to themselves in terms of the
languages available to them, of which psychological categories are a
significant part, and because emotions, motives, attitudes and the like
are intelligible features of human beings only because they are displayed
within a particular discursive context: they appear as natural features of
human beings only because psychologists and their subjects both
belong to particular speech communities (which rather undermines the
prospects for a culturally universal psychology).

Whilst I think this emphasis on language is of the greatest impor-
tance, I think that the linguistic turn here can also be a little misleading
or restricting.!2 Firstly, of course, language here does not refer to some
tranquil and consensual universe of meaning, but to a domain of strug-
gles, conflicts over what is or is not in the true and who has the power to
pronounce the truth, who is authorised to speak the truth and to whom.
It is not, therefore, a matter of meaning but of truth, of the relations of
power and truth, and the conditions under which truth in discourse
comes to be established and defended, or alternatively attacked and
undermined. Further, language, I suggest, is only one aspect or element
of the ways in which the human being’s relation to itself is shaped and
reshaped historically. Relations to the self are not merely a matter of
language, but of truths, norms, techniques - techniques of the self.
What is important, then, is not so much what language means, but
what language does, what it enables human beings to imagine and to do
to themselves and to others. Language here is integrated within tech-
nologies that make human beings capable of being and doing particular
things — making lists, taking censuses, sending messages, accumulating
information from distant locales in a single ‘centre of calculation’,
keeping dossiers, writing case notes, describing and classifying indi-
viduals and much more.

To emphasize techniques - of memory, literacy, numeracy, of
mobility, of calculation, of individualization, of production, of vision,
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of passion, of aggression, of care for others, of care for the self —
emphasizes the need to see human capacities as assembled in complex
apparatuses that are neither confined by nor unified within the
envelope of the skin or the immaterial unity of the mind. In the
process that I have referred to as ‘assembling subjects’, human being is
constituted through devices, gazes, techniques which extend beyond
the limits of the flesh. These are not capacities of an isolated and
self-contained individual but are localized in particular spaces such as
offices, bedrooms, classrooms, libraries, churches. They are assembled
together in apparatuses such as those of social security with its offices,
procedures, forms, requirements of compliance; of health with its
surgeries and consulting rooms, its doctor-patient relations; of school-
ing with its classrooms, desks, partitioning of days and hours, regimes
of assessment and examination, spaces for work and sport; of
advertising and consumption with their habitat of images of person-
hood and pedagogies of conduct and comportment which provide the
means for understanding and acting on the self. Within these
apparatuses, the contemporary subject is accorded all kinds of new
technical possibilities, of perception, sensation, motivation, emotion,
pleasure and dissatisfaction, and self-reflection.

In particular, I argue that the subjectifying aspect of psy needs to be
examined in relation to contemporary regimes of ethics. By ethics, I
once more follow the lead of Michel Foucault, in referring not to
formal moral codes of vice and virtue, good and bad, right and wrong,
but to the more everyday, practical procedures, systems and regimes of
injunction, prohibition, judgment though which human beings come
to understand, and act upon their daily conduct.!3 I argue that these
practical ways of formulating, understanding and responding to
temptations and aspirations, to happiness and sorrow, to achieve-
ments and frustrations - all these and more have become thoroughly
psychologized. In this sense, psychological languages, techniques,
authorities, judgments have come to shape the texture of our intimate
dealings with ourselves and with our closest companions.

Whilst I focus upon the role of psy in this book, and with the rise of
a certain ‘therapeutic’ relation to the self, I am not claiming that this
therapeutic personage exhausts all the forms of human being. Others,
for example historians of law, or of accountancy, stress the importance
of other forms of knowledge and technique in making up governable
persons of the present. Whilst Philip Rieff, for example, claims that we
have witnessed the birth of ‘psychological man’, this book does not
make ‘epochal’ claims of that sort.14 Its claim is more modest: merely
that certain new ways of thinking about and acting upon ourselves -
and being thought about and acted upon by others - have come into
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existence and that their consequences for our relation to ourselves is
not insignificant. These consequences are particularly important for
rationalities, strategies and technologies of power.

The Sociology of Power

The third general sociological question that this book addresses
concerns the analysis of contemporary political power. Many critics of
the relations of psychology and power link the political role of the psy
sciences with the apparatuses of the state. From this perspective, the
state is personified: it seems — actively or tacitly - to be the animator
of all power practices, seeking to secure its own dominance and that of
the classes and interest groups that it represents. However, for both
theoretical and empirical reasons, this study rejects this ‘state centred’
approach to political power, which views psychologists, and social
scientists more generally, as merely ‘servants of power’. Instead, I
argue that the psy sciences and their associated bodies of expertise
have been linked to the rise of a whole array of authorities, connected
in variable kinds of relations with the political apparatus but neither
actually nor functionally part of ‘the state’. These authorities do not
merely ‘serve power - they actively shape and transform the objects,
techniques and ends of power. And they are not merely ‘instruments’
of power: they exercise their authority through a whole variety of
technical innovations and practical mechanisms, within a diversity of
novel human technologies that they themselves help invent.

My analysis here was an attempt to develop Michel Foucault’s
hypotheses on ‘governmentality’ by means of a specific empirical
investigation. Since the first publication of this work, Foucault’s
arguments about ‘governmentality’ have become much better known
and his hypotheses have provided the basis for a series of innovative
studies of different mentalities and practices of the exercise of power.15
Government, in these studies, is understood as ‘the conduct of
conduct’: programmes, strategies, techniques for acting upon the
action of others towards certain ends. From this perspective, the state
appears as one element - whose functionality is historically specific
and contextually variable - in multiple circuits of power, connecting a
diversity of authorities and forces, within a whole variety of complex
assemblages. Nonetheless, over the nineteenth and twentieth centu-
ries, we have experienced the governmentalization of the state - that is
to say, the invention of an array of technologies that connect up
calculations from political centres to thousands of micro-locales where
conduct is shaped. This should not, however, be understood as a
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process of the ‘colonization of lifeworld’ but a delicate matter of the
hamessing of micro-fields of power to enable extension of control over
space and time - or what I have termed government at a distance.

Further, analyses of government suggest that, at any one time, it is
possible to identify certain rationalities of politics: specific ways of
rationalizing how government is to be exercised at particular times
and places (e.g. science of police, liberalism, new liberalism, welfare,
‘neo-liberalism’). These rationalities are not simply a matter of the
arguments of the political philosophers. They underpin strategic texts
such as the manifestos of political parties, government documents
such as Green Papers and White Papers, reports of Commissions of
Enquiry which analyze particular difficulties and propose remedies,
pamphlets and proposals from pressure groups, campaigning organiza-
tions, charities, think-tanks. They form the web of assumptions and
presuppositions of mundane and minor texts for the training of
professionals, the education of parents or of managers, self-help books
and advice columns in the media. They are seldom formalized, usually
embody elements from diverse discourses and bodies of knowledge,
and which are often agonistic and conflicting and are rarely coherent
or comprehensive. They operate not so much to describe the world as
to make it thinkable and practicable under a particular description.

As will have become clear, Governing the Soul argues that over
the last century, ‘veridical discourses’ - positive knowledges and
expertises of truth — have played a key role in rationalities of
government, notably in the making up of governable spaces - ‘irreal
spaces’ such as the economy, factory, population etc. - and in the
making up of governable subjects — members of a flock, children,
subjects, citizens, self-realizing actors. The psy sciences have played
a key role in rationalities and techniques of government. Not just
on the basis of their knowledges but also on the basis of the forms
of authority they have produced and the kinds of legitimacy they
have accorded to those who want to exercise authority over human
conduct. Legitimacy is claimed by our contemporary ‘engineers of
the human soul’ on the basis that they can deal truthfully with the
real problems of human existence in light of a knowledge of the
nature of the individuals who make it up.

In particular, I argue that psy has a very important role in the ways
we are governed today. I have characterized the styles of government
that have come to the fore in many western nations as ‘advanced’
forms of liberalism. Liberalism is understood here not as a political
philosophy but a family of ways of thinking about how government is
to be exercised, stressing the importance of fostering the self-
organizing capacities of natural spheres of market, civil society, private
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life, individual. From this perspective, ‘advanced’ liberalism is not a
matter of a particular political philosophy or govemmental programme
— ‘neo-liberalism’ for example - but a more general and pervasive
reactivation of earlier liberal scepticism over political government —
why govern, who should govern, how is government legitimate, what
should be governed — one that focuses upon the economic and moral
costs of political government as in the widespread assault on ‘big
government’. Whilst these concems can underpin any number of
political strategies, they share a rejection of the ideal of the social
state, where the political apparatus and its functionaries take the
responsibility in arranging the affairs of a nation to maximize
employment, security, tranquillity and so forth, in favour of an
enabling state that will govern without governing ‘society’ — governing
by acting on the choices and self-steering properties of individuals,
families, communities, organizations. This entails a twin process of
autonomization plus responsibilization - opening free space for the
choices of individual actors whilst enwrapping these autonomized
actors within new forms of control. This is not a simple ‘downsizing’
of the state, but requires a new kind of activist government to create
freedom and those capable of inhabiting it.

Individual citizenship, in this configuration, is no longer
primarily realized in a relation with the State. Nor does citizenship
inhere in participation in a single ‘public sphere’ even if this is
understood as a diversified ‘civil society’. Rather, there is a range of
dispersed and non-totalized practices within which games of
citizenship must be played. In these practices, citizenship is
primarily realized through acts of free but responsibilized choice in a
variety of private, corporate, and quasi-public practices from working
to shopping. The citizen as consumer is to become an active agent
in the regulation of professional expertise. The citizen as prudent is
to become an active agent in the provision of security. The citizen
as employee is to become an active agent in the regeneration of
industry and as consumer is to be an agent for innovation, quality
and competitiveness. The citizen is to enact his or her democratic
obligations as a form of consumption through new techniques such
as focus groups and attitude research. This kind of ‘government
through freedom’ multiplies the points at which the citizen has to
play his or her part in the games that govern him. And, in doing so,
it also multiplies the points at which citizens are able to refuse,
contest, challenge those demands that are placed upon them. It is in
this mobile, dynamic and agonistic space of government and
freedom that the kinds of analyses produced in this book might
have a role to play.
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Criticism

Let me clarify one final point. This concerns what one migh term the
‘critical’ ethos of the book. Whilst the book aims to give relatively
dispassionate diagnosis, it was written out of a profound un:se about
the centrality of the relation to ourselves that has come v pervade
contemporary western culture and has been enthusiasticallr exported
to the countries of the former Soviet Union, to South EastAsia and
elsewhere. My own unease about this contemporary ‘regine of the
self’ - organised around the values of identity, choice, autoromy and
self-realization - can be traced back to a number of intellectual
sources: to Marxist critiques of bourgeois individualism, to the
psychoanalytic ‘de-centring’ of the sovereignty of the consciws €go, to
structuralist arguments that the possibility of the proud asiertion of
one’s own identity arises from one’s location within complex and
supra-individual webs of language and sociality. Within each of these
lines of argument, the assertions of autonomy, individuality, selfhood
and self-mastery were, if not illusory, then imaginary. They repre-
sented an imaginary understanding of the actual conditioss under
which effects of subjectivity were brought into existence, although this
way of imagining things had very real effects. In different ways, I -
along with many others - no longer find Marxism, psychoanalysis or
structuralism ‘good to think with’. But their refusal to celebrate the
sovereignty of the autonomous and self-identified subject of self-
realization, and their suspicion of the ‘humanist’ values tkat come
along with this sovereignty, seems to me to be of abiding ethical
significance.

But my disquiet with the contemporary injunction to autcnomous
selfhood, to self-mastery and self-realization, also has an ethical
dimension. This ethical dimension undoubtedly colours my analysis
in this book. There are a number of aspects to this ethical dimension.
There is the pervasive sense that, whatever might be gained by
stressing the autonomy and rights to self-actualization of each and
every one of us, something is lost: the ways of relating to ourselves and
others that were encompassed in such terms as dependency, mutual-
ity, fraternity, self-sacrifice, commitment to others. There is a sense of
the ethical paucity of the contemporary obligation to fulfil ourselves
though the mundane achievements of our everyday lives, and to
evaluate all aspects of our lives in terms of the extent to which they do
or do not contribute to such an inexorable trajectory of self-improve-
ment and personal happiness through career enhancement and
lifestyle maximization. And there is the sense of the poverty of the
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therapeutic ethic that seems the inevitable counterpart of these
valorisations and obligations. I was struck by a comment from Goethe
dated 1787, which was quoted by Philip Rieff in the introduction to
his classic study The Triumph of the Therapeutic: ‘I too believe that
humanity will win in the long run’, Goethe remarks, ‘I am only afraid
that at the same time the world will have turned into one huge
hospital where everyone is everybody else’s humane nurse’.16 No-one
can deny the high aspirations of those contemporary celebrants of
humanity who extol autonomy and the rights to self-realization in the
everyday world, and who ardently wish to provide each of us with an
ever-present ear to hear our tales of inner turmoils, and with an
unflagging environment of solicitude and compassion. Yet these three
inextricably linked injunctions — to self-actualization, to commitment
to the mundane, to ceaseless confession and solicitude — mark out
only one of an infinite variety of ways in which human beings can
individually and collectively shape themselves and their forms of life.
How, then, have they come to define the horizon of thinkability for so
many! And what are the costs of living our lives under such
descriptions of who we are, who we could or should be? If the study
that follows helps to enhance our capacity to think about these issues,
it will have been worthwhile.

Nikolas Rose

London, 1999
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Preface to the First Edition

This book is about the powers that have come to bear upon the
subjective existence of people and their relations one with another:
political power, economic power, institutional power, expert power,
technical power, cognitive power. I use historical investigations to
demonstrate the incentives that have, over the course of the last fifty
years, led power to infiltrate subjectivity and intersubjectivity, and the
concerns, mechanisms, and goals of the human technologies that have
been invented. But it has not been my intention to write a historical
book. I have tried to use history to help myself and others think
through the meaning and consequences of the new devices that have
been invented for the government of the self, and to unsettle some of
our comfortable illusions about their truthfulness and humanity.

Psychology and psychologists have important roles in my narrative.
But it has not been my aim to write a history or a critique of
psychology as a body of knowledge or as a group of professionals.
Instead I have tried to show the ways in which the government of
human subjects has become bound up with innovations and develop-
ments in a number of scientific discourses that have rendered
knowable the normal and pathological functioning of humans. I have
tried to make manifest some of the ways in which these ways of
knowing have taken up and transformed problems offered by political,
economic, and moral strategies and concerns, and how they have
made these problems thinkable in new ways and governable with new
techniques. In the course of these events these ways of knowing have
profoundly and irreversibly transformed political rationalities, institu-
tional life, moral discourse - and personal existence itself.

Critiques of psychology have been plentiful over the past twenty
years. They have frequently argued that psychological theories and
practices are concemed merely with the isolated individual and with
his or her social adaptation. I take a different view. The psychologies
that are important in contemporary social regulation do not treat the
subject as an isolated automaton to be dominated and controlled. On
the contrary, the subject is a free citizen, endowed with personal
desires and enmeshed in a network of dynamic relations with others.
The very psychological theories and practices promoted by ‘progres-
sive’ critics of ‘adaptationist’ psychology - dynamic and social psy-
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chologies, psychotherapies, family therapies - in stressing the signifi-
cance of subjectivity as the key to our humanity, in elaborating
techniques that enhance subjectivity through self-inspection and
self-rectification, have underpinned the ways in which subjectivity has
become connected to networks of power.

The first part of the book, ‘People at War’, concentrates upon
World War II. The practical involvement and research activities of
psychologists and others involved with the human problems of
wartime were of crucial importance in shaping the post-war techno-
logies for the regulation of subjectivity. After a brief account of the role
of psychology in World War I and the inter-war years, I consider a
number of distinct but related areas of psychological activity: morale
on the home front, psychological warfare, the selection of servicemen
and officers, and the rehabilitation of psychiatric casualties and
prisoners of war. Two overriding themes emerge: the argument that
psychological expertise is vital for the maximization of the use of
human resources in institutional life, and the birth of the notion of the
group as a fundamental field of analysis, therapy and regulation. While
World War I had stimulated the development and deployment of
intelligence tests, World War II led to the invention of a range of
different devices for the assessment of the psyche, in the context of
demands for more accurate techniques of recruitment and promotion,
and more efficient ways of choosing between policy options. New
dimensions of subjectivity, especially ‘attitudes’ and ‘personality’, were
grasped in thought and utilized in practice. With the development of
new languages for speaking about subjectivity, and new techniques for
inscribing it, measuring it, and acting upon it, the self became
calculable and manageable in new ways. Psychological expertise staked
its claim to play a key role within any practice for management of
individuals in institutional life.

World War II was a war of morale. One needed to analyze the
bonds between individuals, the relations between internal mental
states and external relations with others, if one was to understand
what made a fighting unit efficient, what maintained the resolve of
the civilian population, or what promoted recovery in the neurotic
serviceman or the demoralized prisoner of war. The war produced a
new set of social psychologies, psychotherapies and psychiatries that
sought to document, interpret, and utilize these social relations in
different ways, from assessing the state of public opinion or the
attitudes of servicemen, through the use of training and propaganda
to build up the morale of allied servicemen and civilians and
undermine that of the enemy, to the systematic utilization of group
relations for therapeutic purposes. The group would have a great
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future in psychological thought and regulatory practice in the
post-war years.

Nowhere were these two inventions, the maximization of human
resources and the role of the group, more important than in industry.
These are the issues I examine in the second part of the book, ‘The
Productive Subject’. In the pre-war years, the National Institute of
Industrial Psychology and the work of the Industrial Health Research
Board had made a limited impact in vocational guidance and in the
study of such issues as fatigue. In each of these areas, methods of
assessment and analysis had been predominantly based upon the
analysis of individual capacities. In the post-war period, the new ways
of thinking and acting on the group and on human resources were
deployed in debates about labour productivity, about industrial unrest,
and about maximising the commitment of the worker and his or her
integration into the enterprise. Additionally work has been given
wider, non-economic significance. Employment has become construed
as an essential element in individual psychological health, family
stability and social tranquillity.

Work is now seen as an imperative as much psychological as
economic. It is not merely that productivity is hampered by pathologi-
cal psychological characteristics of the worker, or the misallocation of
square pegs to round holes. It is also that the yield of the enterprise in
terms of productivity, profit and satisfaction can be enhanced by the
judicious adjustment of the temporal, spatial and interpersonal
relations of the workplace according to a knowledge of the subjectivity
of the worker. In the new developments in management thought,
work is no longer an obligation imposed upon individuals, nor an
activity only undertaken for instrumental reasons. Work itself is a
means of self-fulfilment, and the pathway to company profit is also the
pathway to individual self-actualization.

In the third part of the book, ‘The Child, the Family and the
Outside World’, I consider the strategies that have linked the ‘private’
sphere of the family with the objectives of government. For perhaps a
century and a half, social and political concerns have linked the
rearing and well-being of children with the welfare of society at large.
Social ills from crime and juvenile delinquency to military defeat and
industrial decline have been connected with incorrect or ignorant
practices of child care within the family. Around the child, lines of
force have been established between the objectives of government and
the minute details of conjugal, domestic and parental behaviour.

Since World War II, psychology has increasingly provided the
language in which these concemns with the rearing of children have
been phrased, the means of identifying problems and the types of
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expertise capable of putting them right. Emphasis has gradually but
decisively shifted from a concem to prevent psychological maladjust-
ments through correct procedures of child rearing to new objectives:
maximizing both the emotional adjustment and the cognitive
efficiency of the child through proper management of early relations
with the parents and the environment.

Critical discussions of family regulation have tended to concentrate
on social work intervention into poor families, non-nuclear families
and the families of ethnic minorities. Such mechanisms remain
significant. But for the vast majority of families regulation operates by
other means. Coercion, the disabling of the family unit by the removal
of the child or the threat of such removal, plays a minor role. Family
practices are increasingly aligned with social objectives not through
coercion but through acting upon the wishes, desires, and aspirations
of adults. Psychology has played a key role here, in establishing norms
of desirable childhood development and behaviour, and in providing
new means of visualizing and understanding the nature of childhood,
its normalities and pathologies. These psychological norms and
languages have been disseminated not only through the education of
social workers and health visitors, but also through the terms of
popular literature and debate in the mass media, in advertising and in
culture generally. In the inevitable gaps between the behaviours of
actual children and the ideals of these norms and images, anxiety and
disappointment are generated in parents, anxiety that is the occasion
for seeking professional guidance to manage the discrepancy between
the experienced and the desired.

In the final part of the book, ‘Managing Our Selves’, I consider the
nature and implications of the proliferation of psychotherapies and the
emergence of what one might term ‘the therapeutic culture of the self’.
Anthropologists and historians long ago recognized that the category
of ‘the self’ was not universal, that different cultures and different
historical periods specified human capacities differently and individu-
alized humans in ways foreign to our own. Sociologists too have
suggested that the free, rational, conscious, choosing, autonomous self
is a creation of western capitalist democracies. Two features of the
history and anthropology of the self have, however, been less studied.
The first concerns the relations between cultural categories and beliefs
and the actual existence of individuals as selves. The second concems
the emergence of new conceptions and techniques of the self in the
recent period: the desiring, relating, actualizing self is an invention of
the second half of the twentieth century. Psychological theories have
played a key role in the birth of this new concept of the self, and
psychological techniques have had a crucial role in the development of
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those practices and techniques through which modem selves are
constructed, sustained and remodelled.

The development of dynamic and social psychologies in the
postwar years, and the emergence of new notions of personality, have
gone hand in hand with the development of new techniques for the
reshaping of selves by systematic management under the guidance of
psychological expertise. Behavioural technologies have been one
paradigm. These technologies gained a foothold first of all in relation
to problems that were not those of mental illness but of maladapted
personalities — alcoholism, phobia, anorexia, bulimia, obsessions.
They were rapidly joined by other techniques that could be utilized in
every area in which human action was to be shaped up in relation to
specified goals. From giving up smoking to the management of
anxiety, from sex therapy to assertion training, from reformatory
techniques for the kleptomaniac to cognitive restructuring of values,
psychological techniques can be applied.

Psychological expertise now holds out the promise not of curing
pathology but of reshaping subjectivity. On every subject from sexual
satisfaction to career promotion, psychologists offer their advice and
assistance both privately and through the press, radio, and television.
The apostles of these techniques proffer images of what we could
become, and we are urged to seek them out, to help fulfil the dream of
realigning what we are with what we want to be. Our selves are defined
and constructed and governed in psychological terms, constantly
subject to psychologically inspired techniques of self-inspection and
self-examination. And the problems of defining and living a good life
have been transposed from an ethical to a psychological register.

The present book is, in many ways, a development of the
arguments I made a few years ago in The Psychological Complex
{London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985). It extends the analysis to
the present and widens it to deal both with economic life and personal
existence. In order to make my argument here self-contained, I have
sometimes discussed and rectified the account given in that earlier
book. But, in the main, I have tried to focus on events in Britain, and
to a lesser extent the United States, from the 1930s onwards. While I
regard the processes 1 have documented to be general to liberal
democratic societies, it will be for others to judge the extent to which
they have resonances outside the domains I have studied.

In preparing this book 1 have drawn upon many sources and many
people. Most notably, my way of thinking about the questions that
concern me has been shaped by the researches and analyses of Michel
Foucault, whose memory deserves better than the industry of com-
mentary that has thrived upon it. 1 have also made much use of
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secondary histories in the many areas I cover. While I have tried to
acknowledge these in detailed references, I thank in advance all those
who detect the influence of their ideas in my writing. Some of the
arguments in this book have been presented in earlier versions
elsewhere, but appear here in substantially reworked and corrected
form. I have also drawn upon the interviews I have conducted with
Peter Miller in the course of our research into the intellectual and
social history of the Tavistock Clinic and Tavistock Institute of
Human Relations, work that is assisted by a grant from the Lever-
hulme Trust. I must also thank Brunel University and especially the
Faculty of Social Sciences for granting me two terms of study leave in
the academic year 1986-87 in which to conduct the initial research for
this book.

Many people have assisted me in the writing of this book, by
sending me material, talking to me about the issues involved,
commenting on seminar papers in which I presented early thoughts,
supplying me with references, and guiding me through materials. I am
especially grateful to all the organizations that supplied me with
information used in the preparation of Part I'V. I hope they will forgive
me for the use to which I have put it. A number of people kindly read
and commented on drafts of some of the material: I am grateful for
their advice, even that which I ignored. I would particularly like to
thank Paul Hirst, Phil Jones and Peter Seglow, who each generously
helped me with one or more chapters. Many of the ideas for this book
have arisen out of discussions with Peter Miller, who has also
commented on parts of the draft and gently directed me away from
blind alleys and onto more productive paths. Diana Adlam has, as
always, been my first and best critic, discussed the issues with me
throughout, given generously of her extensive knowledge of the history
of psychology, and helped eliminate many errors and confusions in the
text. But while most credit for what may be good in the book is owed
to my friends, culpability for the final product remains mine.

Nikolas Rose,
London, July 1988



Introduction

[ don't think that we should consider the ‘modem state’ as an
entity which was developed above individuals, ignoring what they
are and even their very existence, but on the contrary as a very
sophisticated structure in which individuals can be integrated,
under one condition: that this individuality would be shaped in a
new form, and submitted to a set of very specific patterns.!

Michel Foucault, 1982

Our intimate lives, our feelings, desires and aspirations, seem quint-
essentially personal. Living at a time when we are surrounded by
messages of public troubles that appear overwhelming - war, famine,
injustice, poverty, disease, terrorism - our mental states, subjective
experiences and intimate relationships offer themselves as perhaps the
only place where we can locate our real private selves. There is, no
doubt, much comfort to be afforded by such a belief. But it is
profoundly misleading.

Our personalities, subjectivities, and ‘relationships’ are not private
matters, if this implies that they are not the objects of power. On the
contrary, they are intensively governed. Perhaps they always have
been. Social conventions, community scrutiny, legal norms, familial
obligations and religious injunctions have exercised an intense power
over the human soul in past times and other cultures. Conduct,
speech and emotion have been examined and evaluated in terms of the
inner states that they manifest, and attempts have been made to alter
the visible person by acting upon this invisible inner world. Thoughts,
feelings and actions may appear as the very fabric and constitution of
the intimate self, but they are socially organized and managed in
minute particulars.

The management of the contemporary self is distinctive, however,
in at least three respects. First, the personal and subjective capacities
of citizens have been incorporated into the scope and aspirations of
public powers. This is not only a link at the level of abstract political
speculation. It is also a link at the level of social and political strategies
and institutions and techniques of administration and regulation.
While it would be too much to claim that our rulers now construe
their tasks wholly or even largely in terms of the interior lives of
citizens, subjectivity now enters into the calculations of political forces
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about the state of the nation, about the problems and possibilities
facing the country, about priorities and policies. Governments and
parties of all political complexions have formulated policies, set up
machinery, established bureaucracies and promoted initiatives to
regulate the conduct of citizens by acting upon their mental capacities
and propensities.

The most obvious manifestation has been the complex apparatus
targeted upon the child: the child welfare system, the school, the
juvenile justice system and the education and surveillance of parents.
But the regulation of subjective capacities has infiltrated wide and
deep into our social existence. When ministers, civil servants, official
reports and the like concemn themselves with military efficiency and
think in terms of fitting the man to the job, when they construe
industrial productivity in terms of the motivations and satisfactions of
the worker, or when they pose a social problem of the growth of
divorce in terms of the psychological stresses of marriage, the ‘soul’ of
the citizen has entered directly into political discourse and the practice
of government.

Second, the management of subjectivity has become a central task
for the modem organization. Organizations have come to fill the space
between the ‘private’ lives of citizens and the ‘public’ concems of
rulers. Offices, factories, airlines, colleges, hospitals, prisons, armies
and schools all involve the calculated management of human forces
and powers in pursuit of the objectives of the institution. Many
ingredients clearly enter into the management of organizational life.
But, to a greater or lesser extent, bosses, military commanders,
educationalists and so on are now obliged to attend to the subjectivity
of the employee, soldier or pupil in achieving their objectives. When,
for example, the army seeks to minimize indiscipline and the
breakdown of troops, and to increase fighting efficiency, through the
rational allocation of individuals to activities in light of a knowledge of
their intelligence, personality or aptitudes, human subjectivity has
become a key element in military power. When industrialists seek to
increase productivity and harmony by adapting working practices in
the light of considerations of group dynamics, intersubjectivity has
become central to managerial authority. Organizational life, that is to
say, has taken on a psychological hue.

Third, we have witnessed the birth of a new form of expertise, an
expertise of subjectivity. A whole family of new professional groups
has propagated itself, each asserting its virtuosity in respect of the self,
in classifying and measuring the psyche, in predicting its vicissitudes,
in diagnosing the causes of its troubles and prescribing remedies. Not
just psychologists - clinical, occupational, educational — but also social
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workers, personnel managers, probation officers, counsellors and
therapists of different schools and allegiances have based their claim to
social authority upon their capacity to understand the psychological
aspects of the person and to act upon them, or to advise others what to
do. The multiplying powers of these ‘engineers of the human soul’
seem to manifest something profoundly novel in the relations of
authority over the self.

These new ways of thinking and acting do not just concern the
authorities. They affect each of us, our personal beliefs, wishes and
aspirations, in other words, our ethics. The new languages for
construing, understanding and evaluating ourselves and others have
transformed the ways in which we interact with our bosses, em-
ployees, workmates, husbands, wives, lovers, mothers, fathers, child-
ren and friends. Our thought worlds have been reconstructed, our
ways of thinking about and talking about our personal feelings, our
secret hopes, our ambitions and disappointments. Our techniques for
managing our emotions have been reshaped. Our very sense of
ourselves has been revolutionized. We have become intensely subjec-
tive beings.

The studies that follow attempt to trace some of the ways in which
a central role has come to be accorded in modemn societies to these
subjective aspects of the lives of individuals as they conduct their
commerce with the world, with others and with themselves. The
investigations I undertake try to describe the conditions within which
new networks of power have taken form, the hopes and fears that lay
behind them, the new ways of thinking and acting they have
introduced into our reality. My approach differs from those that have
become most influential in recent sociological literature.2 This lit-
erature is characterized by its use of a limited set of interpretive and
critical tropes: the moral entrepreneurship of professional groups; the
medicalization of social problems; the extension of social control; the
ideological nature of knowledge claims; the social interests of scien-
tists; the psychological sciences as legitimating domination. This
paradigm of ‘socio-critique’, if | may be forgiven the term, certainly
highlights something significant about the rise of this new knowledge
and these new techniques. But I find this perspective upon the
relations between the psychological sciences, the psychological profes-
sions and the organization of political power limited in a number of
important ways.

Socio-critique implies that this knowledge of subjective life is, in
some significant sense, false or wanting; perhaps, even, that it is
because it is false that it can have a role in systems of domination.
Knowledge, that is to say, is evaluated in epistemological terms. My
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concemn is different. It is not with truth in some philosophical sense,
but with the ways in which systems of truth are established, the ways
in which true statements are produced and evaluated, with the
‘apparatus’ of truth — the concepts, rules, authorities, procedures,
methods and techniques through which truths are realized. My
concern is with the new regimes of truth installed by the knowledge of
subjectivity, the new ways of saying plausible things about other
human beings and ourselves, the new dispensation of those who can
speak the truth and those who are subject to it, the new ways for
thinking about what might be done to them and to us.

Socio-critique implies that the psychological sciences and their
practitioners are socially effective to the extent that they participate in
a domination of the subjectivity of individuals. Subjectivity, here,
appears as an essential datum; societies are to be evaluated according
to the extent to which they repress it or respect it. I would like to pose
the question the other way round: How has subjectivity itself become,
in its different guises and conceptions, the measure of political
systems and power relations! The relations between power and
subjectivity are, from this perspective, not confined to those of the
constraint or repression of the freedom of the individual. Indeed, the
distinctive features of the modern knowledge and expertise of the
psyche have to do with their role in the stimulation of subjectivity,
promoting self-inspection and self-consciousness, shaping desires,
seeking to maximize intellectual capacities. They are fundamental to
the production of individuals ‘free to choose’, whose lives become
worthwhile to the extent that they are imbued with subjective feelings
of meaningful pleasure.3

Socio-critique views psychological knowledge and techniques as
supporting power relations. Perhaps they do, but their role is more
fundamental than this implies. For this way of thinking fails to
capture the new effects they produce, the novelty of the connections
they establish between the aspirations of authorities and the projects
of individual lives. Hence their role is much more that the legitima-
tion of power. They forge new alignments between the rationales and
techniques of power and the values and ethics of democratic societies.

Socio-critique tends to suggest that the origins and success of this
knowledge and techniques can be explained in terms of the functions
they serve for the state. I see matters rather differently. Instead of
speaking in terms of the state, I would prefer to talk in terms of
‘government’. Government, in the sense in which I use the term,
refers neither to the actions of a calculating political subject, nor to the
operations of bureaucratic mechanisms and personnel. It describes,
rather, a certain way of striving to reach social and political ends by
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acting in a calculated manner upon the forces, activities and relations
of the individuals that constitute a population.# During the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries, the national territories of Europe and North
America have become criss-crossed by programmes for the manage-
ment and reconstruction of social life in order to produce security for
property and wealth, profitability and efficiency of production, public
virtue, tranquillity and even happiness. And subjectivity has become a
vital resource in the managing of the affairs of the nation.

Govemnmentality, as Michel Foucault has termed it, has become
the common ground of all our modern forms of political rationality,
insofar as they construe the tasks of rulers in terms of a calculated
supervision and maximization of the forces of society. Government-
ality is ‘the ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures, analyses
and reflections, the calculations and tactics, that allow the exercise of
this very specific albeit complex form of power, which has as its target
population’.5> For all systems of rule in the west since about the
eighteenth century, the population has appeared as the terrain of
government par excellence. Not the exercise of sovereignty — though
this still plays its part. Nor the management of the life of the nation as
if it were a family, though the family itself is a vital instrument of rule,
but the regulation of the processes proper to the population, the laws
that modulate its wealth, health, longevity, and its capacity to wage
wars and to engage in labour and so forth. Rather than the state
extending its sway throughout society by means of an extension of its
control apparatus, then, we need to think in terms of the ‘governmen-
talization of the state’ — a transformation of the rationalities and
technologies for the exercise of political rule.

With the entry of the population into political thought, rule takes
as its object such phenomena as the numbers of subjects, their ages,
their longevity, their sicknesses and types of death, their habits and
vices, their rates of reproduction. The actions and calculations of
authorities are directed towards new tasks: how to maximize the
forces of the population and each individual within it, how to
minimize their troubles, how to organize them in the most efficacious
manner. The birth and history of the knowledges of subjectivity and
intersubjectivity are intrinsically bound up with programmes which,
in order to govern subjects, have found that they need to know them.
The questions posed by governmentality come to mark out the
territory on which the psychological sciences, their conceptual sys-
tems, their technical inventions, modes of explanation and forms of
expertise will come to play a key role.

Two features of government are of particular significance in
understanding the part that these sciences have played in linking
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subjective and intersubjective life to systems of political power. The
first is that government is dependent upon knowledge. On the one
hand, to govern a population one needs to isolate it as a sector of
reality, to identify certain characteristics and processes proper to it, to
make its features notable, speakable, writable, to account for them
according to certain explanatory schemes. Government thus depends
upon the production, circulation, organization, and authorization of
truths that incarnate what is to be governed, which make it thinkable,
calculable, and practicable.

On the other hand, governing a population requires knowledge of a
different sort. To make calculations about a population necessitates
the highlighting of certain features of that population as the raw
material of calculation, and requires information about them. Knowl-
edge here takes a very physical form; it requires the transcription of
such phenomena as a birth, a death, a marriage, an illness, the
number of persons living in this or that house, their types of work,
their diet, wealth or poverty, into material upon which political
calculation can work. Calculation, that is to say, depends upon
processes of ‘inscription’, which translate the world into material
traces: written reports, drawings, maps, charts and, pre-eminently,
numbers.6

The invention of programmes of government depended upon and
demanded an ‘avalanche of printed numbers’, which rendered the
population calculable by turning it into inscriptions that were durable
and transportable, that could be accumulated in the offices of officials,
that could be added, subtracted, compared, and contrasted. The term
given to these practices of inscription was ‘statistics’. From the
seventeenth, through the eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries,
statistics — the science of state - began to transcribe the attributes of
the population into a form in which they could enter into the
calculations of rulers. Persons in the land, their ages, their places and
forms of habitation, their employment, their births, illnesses, and
deaths - all these were noted and transcribed. They were tumed into
figures, and collected together at central points; the unruly population
was rendered into a form in which it could be used in political
arguments and administrative decisions.

The transformation of the population into numbers that could be
utilized in political and administrative debates and calculations was to
be extended, in the nineteenth century, into new realms. The
statistical societies in Britain were to compile charts and tables of
domestic arrangements, types of employment, diet, and degrees of
poverty and want.” And moral topographies of the population were to
be constructed, mapping pauperism, delinquency, crime, and insanity
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across space and time and drawing all sorts of conclusions about
changing rates of pathology, their causes and the measures needed to
ameliorate them. The capacities of subjects were becoming pertinent
to and available for government in a new way.

The dependence of government upon knowledge, in these two
senses, enables us to appreciate the role that psychology, psychiatry,
and the other ‘psy’ sciences have played within the systems of power
in which human subjects have become caught up. The conceptual
systems devised within the ‘human’ sciences, the languages of analysis
and explanation that they invented, the ways of speaking about
human conduct that they constituted, have provided the means
whereby human subjectivity and intersubjectivity could enter the
calculations of the authorities. On the one hand, subjective features of
human life can become elements within understandings of the
economy, the organization, the prison, the school, the factory and the
labour market. On the other, the human psyche itself has become a
possible domain for systematic government in the pursuit of socio-
political ends. Educate, cure, reform, punish - these are old impera-
tives no doubt. But the new vocabularies provided by the sciences of
the psyche enable the aspirations of government to be articulated in
terms of the knowledgeable management of the depths of the human
soul.

The psychological sciences played another key role, for they
provided the means for the inscription of the properties, energies, and
capacities of the human soul. They enabled human powers to be
transformed into material that could provide the basis for calculation.
The examination formed the model for all psychological inscription
devices.8 The examination combined the exercise of surveillance, the
application of normalizing judgement and the technique of material
inscription to produce calculable traces of individuality. The examin-
ing mechanisms of the psychological sciences - of which the psychiat-
ric diagnosis and the intelligence test are two paradigms - each
provided a mechanism for rendering subjectivity into thought as a
calculable force. The examination not only makes human individ-
uality visible, it locates it in a web of writing, transcribing attributes
and their variations into codified forms, enabling them to be accumu-
lated, summated, averaged and normalized - in short, documented.
Such a documentation of the psyche enabled the elements of any
individual life that were pertinent to the authorities to be assembled
into a dossier, enshrined in an archive, or transmitted to a central
place where the traces of individuals can be compared, evaluated, and
judged. Traces can be amalgamated into a knowledge of the psycho-
logical characteristics of the population as a whole, which can in turn
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be utilized to calibrate the individual in relation to that population.
Psychological inscriptions of individuality enable government to
operate upon subjectivity. The psychological assessment is not merely
a moment in an epistemological project, an episode in the history of
knowledge: in rendering subjectivity calculable it makes persons
amenable to having things done to them - and doing things to
themselves - in the name of their subjective capacitics.

Innovations in knowledge have thus been fundamental to the
processes by which the human subject has entered into the webs of
government. New languages have been invented for speaking about
human subjectivity and its political pertinence, new conceptual
systems have been formulated for calculating human capacities and
conduct, and new devices have been constructed for inscribing and
calibrating the human psyche and identifying its pathologies and
normalities. These ways of knowing have made it possible to assemble
‘human technologies”: ensembles of forces, mechanisms, and rela-
tionships that enable action from a centre of calculation - a govern-
ment department, a manager’s office, a war room - upon the
subjective lives of men, women, and children.?

Human technologies involve the calculated organization of human
forces and capacities, together with other forces - natural, biological,
mechanical - and artefacts — machines, weapons - into functioning
networks of power. Within such a composition, elements are brought
together that might appear, at first sight, to belong to different orders
of reality: architectural designs, equipment and technical devices,
professionals, bureaucracies, methods of calculation, inscriptions,
reformatory procedures and the like. Thus theoretical knowledge
renders the soul thinkable in terms of a psychology, an intelligence, a
personality, and hence enables certain types of action to be linked to
certain types of effect. Techniques, from the layout of buildings to the
structure of timetables, organize humans in space and time in order to
achieve certain outcomes. Relations of hierarchy, from age to educa-
tional qualifications and accreditation, locate individuals in chains of
allegiance and dependency, empowering some to direct others and
obliging others to comply. Procedures of motivation, from moral
injunction to payment systems, direct the conduct of children,
workers or soldiers to certain ends. Mechanisms of reformation and
therapy provide the means whereby self-regulatory techniques may be
reshaped according to the principles of psychological theory. As
networks form, as relays, translations and connections couple political
aspirations with modes of action upon persons, technologies of
subjectivity are established that enable strategies of power to infiltrate
the interstices of the human soul.
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Such ramifying technologies of subjectivity have had radical
consequences for economic life, social existence and political culture.
But this does not require us to locate their origin or principles of
explanation in the state or to view these events as the implementation
of a rationally invented and coherent programme to secure class
domination. As Michel Foucault has suggested, we need to install
chance in its rightful place in history. Innovations have frequently
been made in order to cope, not with grand threats to the political
order, but with local, petty and even marginal problems. Programmes
for enhancing or changing the ways in which authorities should think
about or deal with this or that trouble have sometimes issued from the
central political apparatus, but more characteristically they have been
formulated by other forces and alliances: clergymen, philanthropists,
doctors, policemen, lawyers, judges, psychiatrists, criminologists,
feminists, social workers, academics, researchers, bosses, workers,
parents. Effecting these programmes has sometimes involved legisla-
tion, and sometimes entailed setting up new branches of the political
apparatus, but it has also been the work of charities, foundations,
trusts, employers’ organizations, trades unions, churches, or profes-
sional bodies. The innovations made have sometimes arisen from
radically new inventions, but at other times they have involved the ad
hoc utilization, combination, and extension of existing explanatory
frameworks and techniques. Sporadic innovations like these have
often come to nothing, failed or been abandoned or outflanked. Others
have flourished, spread to other locales and problems, and established
themselves as lasting and stable networks of thought and action. And
out of these small histories, a larger pattern has taken shape in whose
web we all, modern men and women, have become entangled.

Thus the psychological sciences are intimately bound up with
programmes, calculations, and techniques for the government of the
soul. The twentieth century development of the psychological sciences
has opened up new dimensions for our thought. Simultaneously, it
has made possible new techniques of structuring our reality to produce
the phenomena and effects that can now be imagined. The translation
of the human psyche into the sphere of knowledge and the ambit of
technology makes it possible to govern subjectivity according to norms
and criteria that ground their authority in an esoteric but objective
knowledge.

Psychological knowledges certainly addressed problems that arose
in specific social circumstances, but these circumstances did not,
themselves, predestine or determine the types of solutions they
proposed. Conceptual systems, explanatory philosophies, and conven-
tions of evidence and proof exerted their own effects, engaging with
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and transforming the initial problems and questions, feeding back
their languages of classification, discussion, and evaluation into social
debate. Of course, as so many commentators have recognized, the
discipline of psychology is far from homogeneous: it is riven by
competing schools and fuelled by rivalry between incompatible ex-
planatory models, tacitly or explicitly founded upon opposed philos-
ophical bases. This diversity and heterogeneity of psychology has been
one of the keys to its continued inventiveness at the conceptual level
and to its wide-ranging social applicability. Far from undermining its
truth claims, it has allowed a fruitful differentiation in its points of
application, enabling it to operate with a diversity of contexts and
strategies for the government of subjectivity - different ways of
articulating social power with the human soul.

The expertise of subjectivity has become fundamental to our
contemporary ways of being governed and of governing ourselves. This
is not because experts collude with the state in trapping, controlling
and conditioning subjects. Liberal democratic polities place limits
upon direct coercive interventions into individual lives by the power of
the state; government of subjectivity thus demands that authorities
act upon the choices, wishes, values, and conduct of the individual in
an indirect manner. Expertise provides this essential distance between
the formal apparatus of laws, courts, and police and the shaping of the
activities of citizens. It achieves its effects not through the threat of
violence or constraint, but by way of the persuasion inherent in its
truths, the anxieties stimulated by its norms, and the attraction
exercised by the images of life and self it offers to us.

The citizens of a liberal democracy are to regulate themselves;
government mechanisms construe them as active participants in their
lives. No longer is the political subject thought to be motivated merely
by a calculus of pleasures and pains. No longer is the individual, as far
as the authorities are concerned, merely the possessor of physical
capacities to be organized and dominated through the inculcation of
moral standards and behavioural habits. Whether it be in the home or
in the army or factory, the citizen is actively thinking, wanting, feeling
and doing, relating to others in terms of these psychological forces and
affected by the relations that others have with them. Such a citizen
subject is not to be dominated in the interests of power, but to be
educated and solicited into a kind of alliance between personal
objectives and ambitions and institutionally or socially prized goals or
activities. Citizens shape their lives through the choices they make
about family life, work, leisure, lifestyle, and personality and its
expression. Government works by ‘acting at a distance’ upon these
choices, forging a symmetry between the attempts of individuals to
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make life worthwhile for themselves, and the political values of
consumption, profitability, efficiency, and social order. Contemporary
government, that is to say, operates through the delicate and minute
infiltration of the ambitions of regulation into the very interior of our
existence and experience as subjects.

Technologies of subjectivity thus exist in a kind of symbiotic
relationship with what one might term ‘techniques of the self’ the
ways in which we are enabled, by means of the languages, criteria, and
techniques offered to us, to act upon our bodies, souls, thoughts, and
conduct in order to achieve happiness, wisdom, health, and fulfilment.

Through self-inspection, self-problematization, self-monitoring,
and confession, we evaluate ourselves according to the criteria
provided for us by others. Through self-reformation, therapy, tech-
niques of body alteration, and the calculated reshaping of speech and
emotion, we adjust ourselves by means of the techniques propounded
by the experts of the soul. The government of the soul depends upon
our recognition of ourselves as ideally and potentially certain sorts of
person, the unease generated by a normative judgement of what we are
and could become, and the incitement offered to overcome this
discrepancy by following the advice of experts in the management of
the self.

The irony is that we believe, in making our subjectivity the
principle of our personal lives, our ethical systems, and our political
evaluations, that we are, freely, choosing our freedom. If the studies
that follow have one underlying aim, it is to contribute to the writing
of the genealogy of that freedom.






Part One

People at War






1 The Psychology of War

All war, no doubt, is fought out in the minds of the combatants as well
as across their flesh and their territory. In World War II this battle for
the mind was to include not only soldiers but civilians. It was to
become the province of special organizations, expertise, and tech-
niques. Warfare produced new ways of thinking about the functioning
of organizations in terms of ‘human engineering’; the rational utiliza-
tion of the human factor in the management of institutions and
society appeared an urgent and real possibility. Warfare also gave rise
to new ways of construing institutional life in terms of ‘human
relations’ and ‘the group’. Emotional and personal relations between
individuals became central to psychological theory and expertise.
Ways of calibrating psychological factors were invented, such as
‘personality’ and ‘attitude’, producing new ways of calculating the
relations between human subjectivity and administrative objectives,
not only in the military, but also in the factory, the family, and the
population at large. In the process, new relationships were established
between psychologists, psychiatrists, anthropologists, and sociologists,
and new ground established upon which they would collaborate. The
conceptual and practical innovations that were made, the technologies
that were invented, and the experts who used and understood them,
were to have a major impact upon the post-war world.!

It is widely accepted that the experience of war led to fundamental
changes in post-war Britain, stimulating an expansion of the state
machinery and economic planning and the revamping of social
policies that is associated with the reforms of 1945.2 Some authors,
however, have expressed scepticism as to whether these changes were
in any meaningful sense a result of the wartime events, arguing that
they came about in response to more fundamental processes of social
development; the war might have crystallized these, but it did not
initiate them.3 Most agree, however, that the war did at least provoke
technological innovation and the deployment of scientific resources
for social and national objectives. Science and technology are usually
understood, in this context, to signify natural science and physical
engineering.* But the transformations in the social role of the human
sciences, and the implications of the wartime experience for human
engineering, were at least as significant. Their impact on our everyday
lives may have been even more profound.
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Discussion of warfare in psychological terms is now routine: the
psychological causes of war, the psychology of conflict and of fighting,
the effects of warfare upon the psychological states of combatants,
survivors of concentration camps and civilians, and the psychological
consequences of war for the development of culture.5 In a different
vein, Peter Watson’s study of ‘the military uses and abuses of
psychology’ uncovered an enormous and hidden continent of military
psychology, mainly developed since the end of World War II, and
concentrated for the western bloc in Fort Bragg in North Carolina,
which is the base for the US Army’s special warfare school. He found
that

Everything you could think of - from the psychology of the cell
structure of underground insurgencies to the psychological effects
of weapons, from the selection of men to work behind enemy lines
to the ways to induce defection, from the way to stop men
chickening out of battle to how to avoid being brainwashed, from
tests to select code-breakers to the use of ghosts to harry tribal
peasants - had been investigated in remorseless detail and the
relevant psychological research drained of any military application
it might have.6

Watson seeks to show how some of these developments might make
war more likely, how others are problematic because they involve
deception of or harm to their subjects, how others involve the
dehumanization of the enemy or the debrutalization of killing, and, in
general, how free and open debate of the political and ethical
implications of military psychology is prevented by obsessive secrecy.

No one can doubt the significance of such questions. My concem
with the relations of psychology and warfare is, however, rather
different. It is not so much with how psychology altered the nature of
warfare, but how, through its involvement in World War II, the nature
of psychology and its relation with social life were themselves altered,
how the experience of war has transformed our ways of thinking about
and intervening in the organization of human beings within military
and non-military spheres alike.

These transformations were not merely a product of personal
biographies. Nonetheless, a glance through the volumes of A History
of Psychology in Autobiography reveals the extent to which so many of
the major figures of post-war psychology were involved in war work.”
As far as America is concerned, the relationships range from the
bizarre to the fundamental. B.F. Skinner, for example, received a
defence grant in 1944 for a project that attempted to train pigeons to
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guide missiles onto targets; Jerome Bruner worked in the unit
monitoring foreign broadcasts to provide information on enemy
intentions and morale.® Of the figures who participated in the
far-reaching work of the post-war Department of Social Relations at
Harvard University, Gordon Allport was centrally involved in the
study of civilian morale, Samuel Stouffer spearheaded research into
the attitudes of the American soldier, Henry Murray directed the
assessment staff of the Office of Strategic Services and Clyde Kluck-
hohn was co-director of the Foreign Morale Analysis Division in
Washington.?

As for Britain, Donald Broadbent, Philip Vemon, and Hans
Eysenck are among the most influential of the post-war psychologists
whose early career was shaped by the tasks of ‘psychological warfare’
in its broadest sense. Aubrey Lewis, Tom Main, Maxwell Jones and
other key figures in the movement for a new ‘social psychiatry’ that
took off after the war, integrating themes from social psychology,
psychiatry and psychoanalysis, were similarly involved with the
mental problems of warfare. 10

So too were those who reshaped the Tavistock Clinic and founded
the Tavistock Institute of Human Relations immediately after the
war: the intellectual formation and social vocation of John Bowlby,
J.R. Rees, Henry Dicks, Elliot Jaques and many others were forged in
the study of war and its consequences. The post-war transformations
in the rationales and technologies for the government of the human
soul are impossible to understand without recognizing the ways in
which the experience of warfare transformed the conceptual apparatus,
practical techniques, and professional aspirations of those involved.

This experience was split into a number of relatively distinct areas
- selection and training of military personnel, the attitudes of
warriors, morale on the home front, ‘sykewar, the problems of
wartime industrial production, the neurotic soldier, the retuming
serviceman. But two themes run across them all: the need to
systematically utilize the human factor and the psychology of the
group. In order to appreciate the novelty of these themes, it is
necessary to relate them to the previous role of psychology in warfare.

Prior to the outbreak of World War II, the involvement of the
professionals of psy with the problems of warfare in Britain and the
United States was limited. In World War [ two issues had emerged
that were of considerable significance. The first was the use of
intelligence tests in the screening of recruits. The prehistory of
intelligence testing in the United States has been widely discussed, as
has its relations with the eugenics movement and its racist bases and
implications.!! Proponents of the military use of intelligence testing
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argued that it could perform three crucial tasks: segregating and
eliminating the mentally incompetent; classifying men according to
mental ability, selecting competent men for responsible positions.12
By the end of the war they appeared to have achieved considerable
success. The famous alpha and beta group tests of intelligence had
been developed - the former required ability to read, the latter was
nonverbal - and by 1918 their use had been extended to the whole
army. In the course of the war tests were administered to some
1,750,000 recruits; over 7,800 were recommended for discharge
because of mental inferiority and over 19,000 recommended for either
labour or development battalions. Robert Yerkes, president of the
American Psychological Association at the outbreak of war and a
leading figure in the eugenics movement, who had made the initial
proposal for the testing programme, claimed that this demonstrated
the feasibility of large-scale testing, that it could produce a huge
increase in the efficiency of large organizations and save millions of
dollars.

Franz Samelson provides a rather more sober evaluation of the role
of psychology in the US military in World War 1.13 He argues that
psychologists’ recommendations were a relatively small factor in rates
of rejection and discharge, or in decisions as to allocation. Other
criteria based on military judgement appear to have been more
influential, and there was considerable scepticism about the utility of
the tests. This was manifested in, and reinforced by, the weak strategic
position of the mental testers themselves, who were located neither in
the Medical Corps nor in the US Adjutant General’s Office, but in the
Sanitary Corps. And after the armistice the evaluation of psychology
in the army was unenthusiastic. It was asserted that, whatever the
contribution that the military had made to science, all that was
required for military purposes was a simple screening test for the
rejection of the mentally unfit, which need not be administered by
skilled psychologists. In 1919 the US War Department abolished the
psychological service, and with it, concludes Samelson, psychological
work by and large disappeared from the army.

A far more significant contribution of psychology than the intel-
ligence test, according to Samelson, was a development that appears
both mundane and bureaucratic - the introduction of a specialized
personnel system. Walter D. Scott, who was responsible for the
rationalization of the personnel system, received the Distinguished
Service Medal after the war. Under his direction, tables of occupa-
tional requirements for different units were constructed and the
specialist skills of individuals were registered. The system thus had
the capacity to link the one with the other and to distribute the skilled
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specialists in a systematic and rational manner to the places where
they were required.

Samelson remarks wryly, ‘A cynic might even say that the
psychologists’ greatest contribution to the war effort was the introduc-
tion of a system of colour-coded celluloid tabs indicating occupational
skills on the army’s personnel cards.’14 But the significance of such an
achievement should not be minimized. One of the major contribu-
tions of the psychological sciences to our modemity has been the
invention of techniques that make individual differences and capaci-
ties visible, through devising means whereby they can be inscribed or
notated in legible forms. The routine inscription of personal capacities
into documentation enables the individual to become simultaneously
calculable - individual capacities can be thought about and planned
into the running of organizational life - and practicable - individuals
can be distributed and allocated in such a way as to make use of their
capacities to minimize malfunctioning of the institutional machinery
and to maximize its efficiency or profitability. In this sense coloured
celluloid tabs and intelligence test results are equivalent: both render
the human individual into the field of knowledge and the scope of
management of institutional life. Irrespective of the fate of psychologi-
cal testing itself, the systematic management of the human factor in
military life was now on the agenda.!5

In Britain there was no such mass psychological testing of recruits to
the armed forces in World War 1. A small grant aided committee was
appointed by the psychological subsection of the British Association to
consider what assistance psychologists could give in war time, and
there were attempts to develop tests for specific capacities such as night
vision in pilots or for the selection of other specialist occupations.!6
Such military applications came to little in the inter-war years. It was in
Germany that the full scale psychologization of warfare appeared to be a
possibility. Modelling itself on the US Committee for Psychology set up
by the National Research Council in 1917 when the United States
entered the war, in the 1920s and 1930s a comprehensive apparatus of
military psychology was established. By 1936 there was a central labo-
ratory in the War Ministry, staffed by over eighty psychologists, under
whose direction worked psychological laboratories attached to every
army corps. Indeed, while within the German universities there was a
respectable academic psychology, this remained very much under the
aegis of philosophy; it has been suggested that psychology scarcely
existed as an autonomous discipline in Germany until the Wehrmacht
provided a specific occupational demand.!”?

Max Simmonheit, who Burt referred to as ‘the doyen of military
psychology in Germany’, described the tasks of military psychology as
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sixfold: job analysis and adaptation of machinery and equipment,
characterology and personnel selection, training, morale, propaganda
and psychology of foreign nations, and the conduct of war.!8 The
major activity of these psychologists was, however, the analysis of
character or psychological diagnosis. Increasingly the techniques used
shifted, from standardized tests favoured in Britain and the United
States to diagnoses of character more in keeping with the doctrines of
Nazism. Yet the military status of psychologists was to be short lived.
Whether because of conflicts with the judgements of the military, or
because of disputes over particular officer candidates favoured by
Goering and von Rundstedt but not by the psychologists, the growth of
German military psychology suffered a sudden reverse. All psychologi-
cal sections in the German army and air force were dissolved by an
order of the high command in December 1941; all relevant documents
were recalled and destroyed; the psychologists were either called up for
military service or found other occupations.!® But despite its fate the
pre-war machinery of German psychology was to serve as something
of an example for the British and Americans, regularly invoked by the
advocates of the expertise of the psyche.

If the psychologization of recruitment and personnel allocation had
a rather difficult time in Britain and the United Statcs prior to World
War II, there was another area of warfare where psychological
developments did not suffer the same setback.20 The first few months
of World War I saw an alarming number of casualties suffering not
from obvious physical injuries but from a condition generally termed
‘shell shock’. Whatever the difficulties in interpreting the statistics, it
was estimated by December 1914 that 7 to 10 per cent of officer
casualties and 3 to 4 per cent of casualties from other ranks came into
this category. Special hospitals were set up for the treatment of
shell-shock cases, and some estimates put the number of those
discharged from active service on the grounds of shell-shock as high as
200,000.2! Be that as it may, the number of cases of shell-shock over
the war as a whole was officially estimated at 80,000 and some 65,000
ex-servicemen were still receiving disability pensions for shell-shock
by 1921.

As far as psychiatry was concerned, the experience of shell-shock
had profound effects. Numerous young doctors were exposed to work
with individuals with well developed psychiatric symptoms, yet whose
background was apparently normal. Further, good results were
claimed by the use of psychotherapeutic techniques broadly derived
from the work of Freud and Janet, ranging from rational reeducation,
through persuasion, suggestion and hypnosis to a kind of psychoanaly-
sis. This work and its success led in two directions.22 In the first, it
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appeared to support a dynamic conception of psychological processes,
with such characteristics as an unconscious and repression, but to
disprove the Freudian argument for a specific sexual aetiology of
mental disturbance; this tended to be replaced with a theory of
multiple instincts that came into conflict with one another because of
contradictory social pressures. The latter appeared to be evidence for
the social significance of minor mental disorders, and for their
treatability, thus challenging the previous focus upon gross insanity
requiring prolonged incarceration, mainly considered to be of organic
origin and untreatable. The mental hygiene movement was to take up
this cause, stressing the importance of such ‘functional’ nerve
disorders and their role in social problems from crime to industrial
inefficiency, and seeking to promote mental health and welfare by
early intervention, out patient treatment and prophylactic measures.23

In this seemingly peripheral area of concern, a new way of
conceiving of the relation between madness and society was being
borm. Within this new conception, it would not be a question of
organic predispositions, exciting causes, and virtually incurable lapses
into insanity. Madness was now thought of in the terms of social
hygiene. Mental health could be maintained by proper adjustment of
the conditions of life and work; poor mental hygiene and stress could
promote neurosis in large numbers of people. The effects were not
those of social scandal and florid symptomatology, but unhappiness,
inefficiency, incompetence, maladaptation, and antisocial conduct.
The effects of this on institutional efficiency were considerable; skilled
advice could prevent inefficiency, restore the maladjusted, and pro-
mote efficiency and contentment. In the inter-war years these ways of
thinking and acting proliferated, although not within the military
machinery itself. But, as we shall see, as hostilities became conceiv-
able, possible and then inevitable during the 1930s, the psychiatric
experiences of World War I were extrapolated into the future, with dire
predictions as to the effects of such functional nerve disorders upon
the efficiency of the fighting forces and upon the mental health and
morale of military and civilian alike. Winning the war was to require a
concerted attempt to understand and govern the subjectivity of the
citizen.



2  The Government of Morale

For the first time in history a government has officially recognized
that the state of public opinion is as important an index of the
health of the community as a full anamnesis in the case of
individual illness ... the Ministry of Information has established
that group feeling is a medico-psychological concem and that it

calls for instruments of precision in diagnosis.
Edward Glover, 1940

Edward Glover, director of the London Clinic of Psychoanalysis and of
the Institute for the Treatment of Delinquency, may have announced
the birth of social psychiatry in the Lancet of August 1940 in florid
language. But his enthusiasm was part of a much wider analysis,
which saw winning the war as highly dependent upon the success of
the authorities in discovering and regulating the mental states and
subjective capacities and orientations of the population - both in and
out of uniform, both that of the allies and that of the enemy. If one
word came to stand for this concem, a word that ‘haunted the
politicians, the civil servants and the generals’, it was ‘morale’.2

It was, of course, no new thing for governments to be concemned
with ‘the condition of the people’; with debating it, monitoring it,
calculating its social, industrial and military consequences, seeking to
alter it by more or less conscious political action.3 The extension of
the apparatus of government in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries should be understood in terms of the rise of a
political rationality conceived in these terms. In the early decades of
the twentieth century, government was extended to the petty details of
personal life. The new social medicine sought to produce a healthy
and efficient population through engaging individuals in a hygienic
programme for managing themselves and their relations with others,
educating them in the detailed techniques of body maintenance,
sanitation, diet, child rearing, and so forth, and monitoring health
through health visitors and school inspections, as well as through
clinics for tuberculosis, venereal diseases, and child welfare.

The experience of shell-shock during World War [ was, as we have
seen, a forceful stimulus for the govemment to extrapolate this
programme of the health of the population to the hygiene and welfare
of the mind via the concepts of neurosis and functional nerve disorder.
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Insanity, crime, and delinquency, as well as industrial and other social
inefficiency were construed as indices of the mental hygiene of the
population. Such social ills did not result from personal evil, immoral
character or degenerate constitutions inherited down a family line.
Rather, they resulted from, or at least were precipitated by, poor
mental hygiene in the family and in society at large. The implication
was that psychiatrists should not simply concentrate upon major
insanities; they should focus instead upon the minor troubles of the
mind. These were not only the signs and precursors of major problems
to come, they also led to all sorts of personal unhappiness and
inefficiency, and were susceptible to early treatment. As the Royal
Commission of 1926 put it, the problem of insanity was essentially a
public health problem to be dealt with on public health lines.5

A new kind of scrutiny was being applied to the mental state of the
population, and this mental state was being linked to the objectives of
government in a new way. Morale signalled an extension of this
concern to a wider and more complex subjective territory. Morale was
a powerfully mobile notion, linking up the psychiatric register, the
notion of public opinion, the control of news and propaganda, public
support for civilian and military authorities, the consequences of
policy changes in army life, and much more. The first clear focus of
such concern was the prospect of air war — or rather of its conse-
quences.® As early as 1934, Churchill was bringing these to the
attention of the House of Commons:

No less formidable ... than these material effects are the reactions
which will be produced in the mind of the civilian population. We
must expect that, under the pressure of continuous air attack upon
London, at least 3,000,000 or 4,000,000 people would be driven
out into the open country around the metropolis. This vast mass of
human beings, numerically far larger than any armies which have
been fed and moved in war, without shelter and without food,
without sanitation and without special provision for the mainten-
ance of order, would confront the Government of the day with an
administrative problem of the first magnitude, and would certainly
absorb the energies of our small Army and our Territorial Force.
Problems of this kind have never been faced before, and although
there is no need to exaggerate them, neither, on the other hand, is
there any need to shrink from facing the immense, unprecedented,
difficulties which they involve.”

These consequences of air attack were not merely an accidental
by-product of raids upon targets of military or industrial significance.
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The prospect, according to Titmuss, was of ‘a war to be conducted by
the enemy first and foremost upon the unorganized, un-uniformed
and undisciplined section of the nation with the object of breaking its
morale to the point of surrender’.8 From 1924 onwards it was accepted
almost as a matter of course that widespread panic and neurosis would
ensue among civilians as a consequence of air war. This was based
upon little more than some limited reports on the behaviour of
civilians under air attack in World War 1. Nonetheless, it informed the
assumptions of planning committees throughout the rest of the 1920s
and 1930s; they prepared themselves for the task of controlling mass
exodus from the cities and mass panic among the population.

Mental health professionals supported and intensified this belief.
The report prepared by leading psychiatrists from London teaching
hospitals and clinics, which was presented to the Ministry of Health in
1938, encapsulated the dominant expert view. Psychiatric casualties of
air raids would, it seemed, exceed physical casualties by three to one:
there would be some 3 million to 4 million cases of acute panic,
hysteria, and other neurotic conditions during the first six months of
air attack. A complex organization must be set up; it should be able to
provide immediate treatment in bombed areas, twenty-four-hour
out-patient clinics on the outskirts of cities, special hospitals, camps
and work settlements in safer areas, mobile teams of psychiatrists and
mobile child guidance clinics.?

Psychiatrists and psychologists schooled in psychodynamic theory
compared the position of the civilian in war unfavourably with that of
the soldier. While for the latter training and discipline acted as checks
upon the desire for self-preservation, the former were isolated,
unattached, unorganized and without such checks. Civilians could not
be expected to suppress their urge for self-preservation in continuing
their mundane and inglorious labour. As Hugh Crichton Miller put it,
‘there is a real danger that [the civilian] will seek, not security, but
infantile security’.!0

These anxieties proved to be unfounded.!! The air raids of 1940-41
actually led to a decrease in attendances at mental hospitals and
clinics. There appeared to be a fall in drunkenness and disorderly
behaviour in public places, though juvenile delinquency did increase.
There was no evidence of any significant increase in neurotic illness or
mental disorder in Britain during the war. It was bed-wetting by
children, rather than mass public hysteria and panic, which was
provoked; a problem made visible by, and thought to be caused by, the
evacuation of children and their separation from their families. This
would be a theme that would be of some significance for psychology in
the immediate aftermath of the war.12
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But the anxiety about the possible epidemic of neurosis produced
its own consequences. A sustained effort was made to chart the
neurotic topography of the population. Aubrey Lewis, an early
promoter of social psychiatry, collected and analyzed statistics for the
early war years in a report for the Medical Research Council published
in the Lancet in August 1942. Carlos Blacker gathered together even
more statistics in his Neurosis and the Mental Health Services,
published in 1946. Philip Vernon surveyed psychologists, psychiatrists
and doctors to collate their experiences of the effects of bombing. C.W.
Emmens examined the factors influencing morale in the bombed cities
for the Research and Experiments Branch of the Ministry of Home
Security, and the Ministry of Health also sought to draw conclusions
from the relationship between admission to special hospitals and air
raids. The mental state of the population was beginning to be
translated into a calculable form: inscribed, documented, and turned
into statistics, graphs, charts, and tables that could be pored over in
political deliberations and administrative initiatives.!3

Studies of reactions to air war suggested that practical organiza-
tional measures, rather than psychiatric services, were most useful in
promoting the capacity to adjust. It might appear to be self-evident
that good and clear information should be provided as to what to do
and where to go, that food, shelter, and social services should be
equitably distributed, and so forth. But the desirability of these
arrangements was now not merely a matter of fairness and efficiency.
They were also desirable because they furthered a psychological
objective. Additionally, some psychologists argued that the lack of
panic and neurosis could be explained if one reversed the pre-war
analysis made by the experts. War could offset the circumstances that
provoked the onset of neurosis, it relieved the sense of inferiority and
failure consequent upon the normal unhappiness of civilian life,
marriage, employment, unemployment, and so forth. Each individual
was now a wanted, contributing member of a cohesive society.!4 Social
solidarity and psychological relations were becoming the central terms
in accounting for mental health. Even the disproof of a psychiatric
prediction could enhance another type of psychiatric explanation.

The issue of civilian response to air raids was but the most specific
of a range of wartime programmes for the government of morale,
whose key administrative centre was the Ministry of Information.
Immediately after the German invasion of Poland in September 1939,
it was the Home Publicity Division of the Ministry of Information that
met to discuss possible panic from air raids.!5 The Ministry of
Information had been set up following a recommendation of a
subcommittee of the Committee of Imperial Defence in 1936 to
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present the national case to the public at home and abroad in time of
war. Its career was a chequered one - ridiculed and accused of
inefficiency in its early years, it settled into a more workmanlike but
lower key operation after Brendan Bracken succeeded Lord Macmillan
and John Reith as Minister of Information in July 1941.

It would be misleading, however, to think that the existence and
operation of this ministry inaugurated a wholesale programme for the
psychological management of the civilian population. Indeed the
relations of professional psychologists, and of psychological concepts,
theories, or methods, to morale work on the home front was rather
limited. In the inter-war period and the early years of the war,
psychologists were writing about morale, and some of their concepts
entered into the policies of the ministry, penetrating into general lines
of thought of officials, affecting the language and interpretations
provided by some of their informants and influencing the survey
methods used to obtain information.!6 But few psychologists were
professionally involved in morale work on the home front. The
‘experts’ called upon by the ministry were drawn, instead, from the
ranks of the great and the good, or, on occasion, from advertising. The
significance of the strategy of government for the fate of psychology
was, if anything, the other way around - the emergence of subjectivity
as a key concern of government offered a problem to psychology that it
would later strive to claim for its own.

It was in the early years of the war, before Bracken took office in
1941, that the ministry sought to make morale governable. It utilized
posters, handouts, and leaflets, usually of an exhortatory character:
‘Freedom is in Peril - Defend it with all your Might’; ‘Our Fighting
Men Depend on You'. It held public meetings and wrote letters to the
press. It engaged itself in a campaign to fight the destructive effects of
rumour on morale. But while the psychology of rumour would be a
central field of work in the later years of the war, especially in the
United States, the campaign waged by the ministry owed little to the
dominant psychoanalytic conceptions of the nature and effects of
rumour.!7 For example, Tom Harrisson of Mass Observation argued
that the most favourable condition for the origin and spread of rumour
was dread without knowledge, and analyzed rumour in quasi-psycho-
analytic terms. It was suggested that people unconsciously projected
onto the fifth columnist the phantasy rumours that are produced from
fear or despair to explain the facts or expectations of the moment. The
ministry, however, took advice on its anti-rumour campaign from an
advertising agency. The series of posters it produced sought to produce
shame, guilt, and condemnation, rather than seeing rumour as arising
from specifiable psychological conditions; they vilified those who
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speculated about the war or discussed rumours. The unfavourable
public and political response to these posters helped to discredit the
very idea of explicitly and directly trying to manage morale.

Yet however clumsy its operations, the ministry realized that, in
order to govern morale by whatever means, one required information.
Somehow the nebulous, ambiguous, and ill defined notion of the
morale of the population had to be inscribed and transformed into
information that could be transmitted to the centre, where it could be
examined, evaluated, compared, and contrasted with other informa-
tion and with data from earlier moments in the war, and used as the
basis of calculation. How else was one to gauge what public concerns
were, or how effective this or that campaign technique was?

Opinion testing by the government was not new, although it was
not yet properly British. George Gallup’s American Institute of Public
Opinion was one paradigm for later mechanisms for transcribing
‘public opinion’ into political debate. Its significance seemed to be
demonstrated when Gallup predicted Roosevelt’s election victory in
1936. Public opinion, for Gallup, was not some supra-individual social
conscience, but the outgrowth of the opinions of individuals, hence
calculable by polling those opinions, aggregating them, and presenting
them to government and public alike. The public opinion poll was a
crucial new instrument for taking ‘the pulse of democracy’, establish-
ing the vital two-way connection between citizens and their repre-
sentatives.!8 In the inter-war years in the United States enthusiasts
argued not only that the opinion and consent of the policy was a vital
legitimating force for any system of rule, but that a direct link should
be opened between public opinion and government policy which would
supplement or even supplant the ballot box.19 Earlier psychological
conceptions of the mass psychology of the mob or the crowd as a
potentially dangerous and irrational political force gave way to a
notion of the populus as an aggregate of individuals with views and
wishes that could be investigated by precise techniques and communi-
cated to government by experts.20

The new science of democracy also drew upon a new way of
thinking about individual will. No longer was the will merely an
element in a speculative philosophical anthropology, it consisted in a
number of specifiable and measurable attributes of individuals.
Individuals were moved by ‘attitudes’ or ‘sentiments’, internal states
that shaped the ways in which an individual apprehended and
evaluated events and objects and directed them towards certain types
of actions.2! Attitudes thus bridged the internal world of the psyche
and the external world of conduct; or rather, they enabled the latter to
be made intelligible and predictable in terms of the former. The
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advantage of the notion of attitude was that it provided a language for
talking about the internal determinants of conduct and a means for
thinking out how these determinants could be charted. Hence the
‘attitude survey’ or ‘morale survey’ became a key device for making the
subjective world of citizens, employees, voters, and so forth inscribable
and calculable. The public will could be tumed into numbers and
charts that could be used in formulating arguments and strategies in
the company, in the political party, in the army - indeed anywhere
where individuals were to be governed ‘by consent’.22

In Britain, opinion testing had developed since World War I from
the ad hoc collation of views of civil servants and MPs into a relatively
methodical system. This was based upon government departments
and used techniques of social investigation and market research in
addition to monitoring press reports and interpreting the data supplied
by the networks of the Special Branch and the secret intelligence
services. Middlemas argues that, over this period, the political elite
superimposed a system of ‘continuous contract’ upon the traditional
cycle of general elections and party warfare. He suggests that ‘the fine
measurement of opinion and its careful management by propaganda,
together with the creation of a degree of mystification about the
political process’ achieved public submission to the dominant political
ethic, encapsulated in such fictions as ‘government objectives’ and
‘national interest’.23 However that may be, the programme for the
management of consent through the monitoring and channelling of
opinion was greatly elaborated in the conditions of war.

The ministry utilized three main sources to tum morale into
writing and make it legible. The first, and consistently most used,
source of information was that derived from the investigations of the
home intelligence section of the ministry. This section prepared
regular and frequent reports based on a range of sources that reveal
just how extensive was the link being forged between the need to
govern and the need to know.24 Information was gathered by regional
staff from officials at shops, cinemas, transport organizations, and
Citizens’ Advice Bureaux. Bodies such as the Brewer’s Society com-
pleted questionnaires. Data were obtained from the BBC Listeners’
Research Unit, from officials of political parties, from police duty
room reports passed on by the Home Office. And weekly reports were
provided to the section from Postal and Telegraph Censorship, whose
staff numbered 10,433 in May 1941, and who sometimes scrutinized
up to 200,000 letters a week.

A further source of information that was used, despite some
disquiet concerning its methods, was mass observation.2> Mass
Observation was able to supply regular reports on such subjects as the
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incidence of gas mask carrying, current rumours, the size of the shelter
population, shopping habits, reactions to new films and the ministry’s
propaganda, and investigated particular events such as by-elections
and conditions in recently raided towns.

A third source was the Wartime Social Survey. The planning of the
survey was conducted through the London School of Economics,
though it was placed under the auspices of the National Institute for
Economic and Social Research. Its earliest intentions were to interview
about 5,000 people per month as a representative sample of the
population of Britain, and to obtain answers about 10 simple
questions designed to test attitudes to the war situation, as well as to
carry out more specific investigations of attitudes to particular issues.
But these early attempts were attacked by psychologists, and criticized
in press and Parliament as ‘snooping’; the survey was only to continue
in a less ambitious form. The explicit investigation of morale appeared
not only technically difficult, but intrusive and un-British.

When Brendan Bracken became minister, in 1941, the role of the
ministry altered. Morale propaganda and morale investigation per se
were abandoned - morale, it was said, could be left to the good sense
and natural resilience of the English. The ministry concentrated
instead upon the management of news, and censorship, negotiating a
relationship with the press about the form and timing of publicity of
defeats, victories, plans, and so forth. It also sought to co-ordinate
campaigns aimed, not at morale directly, but at purveying information
of a practical and hygienic nature: ‘Coughs and Sneezes Spread
Diseases’, ‘Post Before Noon’, and so forth.

This British history should be counterposed to American wartime
enthusiasm for the scientific study and regulation of morale. By 1939
the US Department of Agriculture had established a public opinion
research organization, under Rensis Likert. Likert was also active in
the studies of enemy morale, and of the attitudes of American soldiers
discussed below; his Likert scale was to become one of the principal
devices for rendering ‘attitude’ inscribable and quantifiable. After the
United States entered the war, the psychological study of morale really
took off. The Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues
devoted its yearbook of 1942 to morale, the Committee for National
Morale sponsored a study entitled German Psychological Warfare,
published in 1942; the Harvard Seminar in Psychological Problems of
Morale prepared worksheets that were widely circulated among
government agencies, the Bureau of Intelligence of the Office of War
Information made surveys for particular government agencies, as did
the National Opinion Research Centre, the Office of Public Opinion
Research, and commercial organizations like Gallup and Fortune.
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Floyd and Gordon Allport studied the effects of news and rumour on
civilian morale. In light of such studies both government and private
groups embarked on programmes for the maintenance of morale,
especially among industrial workers, conceiving military power as
dependent upon such phenomena as absenteeism, turnover, conflict
among workers, and the adjustment of minority groups.26 The morale
of the American civilian population had become an object of knowl-
edge; the success of administrative decisions was from now on to be
construed as dependent upon information about the public mind.

But while the British programme could not match this, it should
not be thought that the new policy of the Ministry of Information after
1941 meant the end of the attempt to transform the petty details of
the moral and psychological state of the population into information.
Not only did monitoring continue through the Home Intelligence
Section and mass observation, but the Wartime Social Survey was
transformed into a more limited but precisely targeted set of enquiries,
under the guidance of a respectable scientific advisory panel contain-
ing such notables as Seebohm Rowntree, Aubrey Lewis, A.M. Carr
Saunders, Launcelot Hogben, F.C. Bartlett, and Cyril Burt. Using
accredited methods of sampling, interviewing, and analysis, 101
surveys had been carried out by October 1944, involving 290,000
interviews on topics requested by other departments ranging from
household methods of cooking food through methods of getting to
work to coverage and effectiveness of publicity media.2’

From being criticized by the psychologists, the survey now won
their praise for its contribution to the war effort; it had made itself
so much a part of the thinking of govemnment that it was
incorporated after the war into the Office of Population Census and
Surveys.28 The survey provided the means for translating the
psychological state and well-being of the population into the
calculations of government agencies. As McLaine puts it, ‘Never
before had government involved itself so intimately with the
minutiae of British working class life.”29 While Middlemas suggests
a fundamental opposition between manipulative opinion manage-
ment and popular democracy, this argument is tendentious.30 For
one can sce here the birth of a new conception of democracy, one
that recognizes the intimate link between knowledge and citizen-
ship, and the key role of scientific investigation in providing the
mediations between the two. This relationship, conceived as the
comerstone of modem, enlightened democratic government, was to
be a fundamental principle for much post-war social psychology of
opinion and attitudes, in both Britain and the United States.3! On
the one hand the public need to be given information in order to



THE GOVERNMENT OF MORALE 31

discharge the duties of citizenship; on the other hand the
government needs to obtain information on the needs, wants and
attitudes of the public, on its psychological as well as its physical
state, in order to adjust its administrative methods and objectives
and gain public co-operation. The citizen is an active element in the
modern polity, no longer the passive recipient of instructions or
injunctions, he or she is to be actively engaged in the maintenance
of political order and social harmony. Information and happiness go
together in the new science of government as much as in the old
science of police.32

If diagnosis of public opinion was one side of the coin, propaganda
was the other. Propaganda on the home front took a number of
different forms. First, a particular image of the enemy was con-
structed. This had the aim of limiting the demoralizing effects of
German victories and instilling the certainty of eventual German
defeat. The techniques used were consistent with psychological advice,
although McLaine suggests that, for the most part, the ministry
studiously avoided consulting psychological experts.33 Hate, it was
argued, was a poor basis for raising morale; rather than hatred, the
images purveyed of the Germans concentrated upon demonstrating
the flaws in the national character, its weakness, rottenness, bully
complex, vulnerability beneath the bluster, and so forth. This work
was not only the focus of meetings and papers during the war, it would
be followed in the post-war years by a number of sustained psychologi-
cal projects to calibrate, document and explain national character.34

A more problematic issue concerned propaganda stressing the
positive aims of the war. The Ministry of Information had recognized
early in the war that there was a link between civilian morale and war
aims or peace aims - the prospect of the Britain that would be built
after victory and for which we were fighting. A War Aims Committee
was set up, and numerous memoranda on the topic were produced,
circulated, and shelved. Churchill was a powerful opponent of war
aims propaganda, asserting that the emphasis must be entirely upon
the task of winning the war, and that discussion of the world following
victory was a distraction from this fundamental and all encompassing
objective. Furthermore, the line was very thin between arguing that
the fight was for democracy, freedom from want, equality, housing,
work, liberty, and so forth - which is what the various statements of
war aims proposed - and the accusations of socialist propaganda.35

At the most obvious level, the ministry did avoid the use of its
propaganda machinery to persuade the population of the legitimacy of
its fight through inculcating a commitment to the aims of the war. Its
posters and leaflets shifted, after 1941, from exhortation to the
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dissemination of information. This too was consonant with the
arguments of the psychologists; truthful information, forcefully pur-
veyed is the best propaganda and the only form consistent with a
democracy.36 However elsewhere, the aims of the war, with all their
socialist implications, were being powerfully promoted in a sustained
intervention into morale that came not from posters and leaflets but
through films. In the United States, the Morale Branch or Information
and Education Division of the army produced the Why We Fight series
of educational films, aimed initially at increasing the efficiency and
commitment of soldiers, though ultimately defining America’s war
objectives for military and civilian personnel throughout the world.
The British film movement worked rather differently.3” The Films
Division of the Ministry of Information commissioned and funded
documentary films stressing the themes that the pre-war conditions
shall never return, and spelling out the advantages of tuming the
wartime experience of planning the economy and society to the
advantage of all in the coming peace.

Whatever the extent to which these films were produced without
the explicit consent of ministers and others, their implications for
present purposes are clear. Citizenship had acquired a subjective form.
From this point forth, winning the war, and winning the peace,
required the active engagement of the civilian in the social and
political process, a shaping of wills, consciences, and aspirations, to
forge social solidarity and individual responsibilities in the name of
citizenship and democracy. As citizenship became a psychological
matter, the psyche of the citizen was discovered as a new continent for
psychological knowledge and for the deployment of the professional
skills of the technicians of subjectivity.



3  The Sykewarriors

In this war, which was Total in every sense of the word, we have
seen many great changes in military science. It seems to me that
not the least of these was the development of psychological warfare
as a specific and effective weapon.... I am convinced that the
expenditure of men and money in wielding the spoken and written
word was an important contributing factor in undermining the
enemy’s will to resist and supporting the fighting morale of our
potential Allies in the occupied countries.... Without doubt psy-
chological warfare has proved its right to a place of dignity in our
military arsenal.!

Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1945

Total war required the explicit waging of war upon the mind of the
enemy - psychological warfare.2 And psychological warfare required
both a knowledge of the subjectivity of the enemy population and a
mechanism for acting upon it. In developing this knowledge and
technique, new meaning would be given to the notion of national
character, new conceptions developed of the influences upon it, and
new technologies invented for acting upon it in the interests of policy.
In the Allied strategy in World War II, psychological attack was
thus, as Daniel Lemer puts it, ‘integrated with the instruments of
violence’. Psychological warfare was waged through a number of
loosely coordinated agencies.? Responsibility for psychological war-
fare against Germany in the campaign in north-west Europe lay
with the Psychological Warfare Division (PWD) of the Supreme
Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Forces (SHAEF). PWD was
formed to tie together US and British policies in propaganda, but
both Britain and the United States had their own independent
propaganda structures. The British structure, which was closely
copied by the Americans, was under the overall control of the
Political Warfare Executive (PWE), which was a small policy
committee designed to coordinate the enemy propaganda activities
of three other agencies, the British Broadcasting Corporation, the
Ministry of Information {whose US parallel was the Office of War
Information (OW1)), and the Political Intelligence Department of the
Foreign Office (PID]. Like its parallel in the US Office of Strategic
Services (OSS), PID was charged with the gathering, evaluation, and
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dissemination of intelligence data. Richard Crossman, subsequently
a senior Labour cabinet minister, is perhaps the best-known
individual engaged in this work, first as director of political warfare
against the enemy in P1D, then as a member of the joint
Anglo-American staff of PWD.

What was the rationale of this complex system!? It has become
conventional to divide its activities into two broad types: ‘white’ and
‘black’ propaganda. White propaganda was that which was openly
admitted to; it obeyed the principles of democratic propaganda
openly expounded by psychologists and politicians alike. Crossman
puts them thus: ‘(a) Honesty is overwhelmingly the best policy; and
(b} if you want to achieve results, you must get inside the other
fellow’s skin, feel his feelings and think his thoughts.® The
psychological warfare that Crossman and other ‘white’ propagandists
engaged in thus promised nothing and threatened nothing that was
not true; it stuck to the altermatives of continued resistance or
unconditional surrender to Anglo-Saxon mercy and justice.5 Propa-
ganda thus exposed German boasts as lies and stressed the
inevitability of Allied victory and the integrity and decency of the
democratic world in contrast with the corruption and untrustworthi-
ness of the Nazi leaders.

The two principal media for such propaganda were radio and
leaflets. Radio, mainly news but also entertainment, sought to create a
state of mind among civilians in Germany and the occupied countries
required for the various stages of the campaign, demoralizing them,
bringing home the implications of German defeats and Allied vic-
tories, issuing instructions as to how to act when the Allied troops
neared, and conveying the impression that others were carrying out
such instructions.

The principles behind the leaflet campaigns were similar. Leaflets,
disseminated by specially designed shells and bombs, were of different
sorts varying from dissemination of advice to soldiers and civilians as to
how to surrender, to those in the form of ‘safe conduct passes’ that
soldiers could keep and use when they surrendered. Such passes prom-
ised nothing but the conditions that would in any event be provided for
prisoners of war, but, again, were intended as reassurance of the human-
ity of the Allies and as reminders of the stark choice between death and
surrender. PWD dropped over three billion leaflets of various types in
north-west Europe between D-Day and the German surrender; and
almost six billion leaflets were distributed over the Continent in all by
aircraft based in Britain. The leaflet campaign in the north-west
European theatre alone involved approximately 4,000 bombs and 1,000
tons of paper per month: a war on the mind of an immense scale.
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But if the principle of white propaganda was its objectivity, the use
of the truth in such a way as to make it credible by the enemy,
so-called black propaganda worked by other techniques.6 The credo
adopted was: ‘“To approach the German mind through ... elaborately
sustained fictions, calculated to throw it off its guard and to appeal to
the selfish, disloyal, individualist motives in the [German soldier and
civilian).”7 Black propaganda attempted to ‘drive a wedge between the
Nazi leaders and the people, and to create an intensification of
war-weariness and defeatism by every means, open and clandestine.’8
It operated principally through rumour, planted by agents and
sympathizers with the Allies in Germany and the occupied countries,
spread by radio broadcasts to the troops purporting to be from German
dissident organizations and so forth.

Black propaganda merged into the strategy of deception, inspired by
the belief that, as Churchill put it; ‘In wartime, truth is so precious
that she should always be attended by a bodyguard of lies’.9 The policy
of deception was born at the meeting between Churchill, Stalin and
Roosevelt at Teheran in December 1943 when they formulated the
common strategy against Hitler, which was to culminate in the Allied
landings in Normandy in spring 1944. It sought to plant large
numbers of fragments of information - whispers, rumours, activities
of double and triple agents, sacrificial operations, wireless games,
ereation of fictitious armies, manipulation of resistance forces -
which, when assembled by enemy intelligence, would form a plausible
and acceptable, though false, picture of Allied military intentions,
especially leading to the belief that the Allies would not attack at
Normandy but elsewhere.

Deception is generally regarded as having played a major part in the
Allied victory; the evaluation of black propaganda is more equivocal.
Lemer not only suggests that there was no real difference between
black and white propaganda, but also that the claims for the
effectiveness of black techniques are dubious. Indeed he suggests that
rumour was not only a difficult weapon to control, but that the
spreading of false rumours may have been counter-productive, easily
detected to be false, increasing the anger and determination of the
enemy and undercutting belief in the essential honesty and forth-
rightness of the allies.!0 But whatever their military pay-off, these
propaganda campaigns acted as a psychological laboratory and testing
ground of considerable significance.

Given the undeveloped state of British academic psychology at the
outbreak of the war it is hardly surprising that in the British
contribution, psychologists were outnumbered by financiers, politi-
cians, diplomats, writers and artists. The British academics involved
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were typically from the natural sciences or humanities - historians
and political scientists. None the less, psychological and psychiatric
expertise did play a significant role. A team of British psychiatrists
from the Directorate of Army Psychiatry (War Office), headed by H.V.
Dicks (Professor of Psychiatry at the University of Leeds School of
Medicine and subsequently of the Tavistock Clinic), worked with PWI
in London and made some field studies to supplement its data. Dicks’
most significant study, in which he was aided by a sociologist in the
form of Edward Shils (Professor of Social Science at the University of
Chicago and Reader in Sociology at the University of London), was an
analysis of German political attitudes in terms of personality types.!!
Based upon statistical analysis of interrogations with prisoners of war,
Dicks divided German males of military age into five categories:
fanatical ‘hard-core’ Nazis (10 per cent); modified Nazis ‘with reserva-
tions’ (25 per cent); ‘unpolitical’ Germans (40 per cent); passive
anti-Nazis (15 per cent); active anti-Nazis (10 per cent). The virtue of
this analysis was that it shifted the debates over the nature of the
German population from an interminable dispute about the existence
of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ Germans into a precise set of categories with
defined subjective characteristics. The propagandists who had to
prepare leaflets and broadcasts could thus target them upon specific
sectors of the population in light of this knowledge of their psychologi-
cal state. The personal and interpersonal characteristics of the
population were made thinkable and calculable, they could now enter
into the strategies of war and peace.

Dicks and Shils were jointly responsible for the rationale of the
intelligence section of PWD. This entailed the analysis of verbal and
written statements gleaned from prisoners of war, from German
civilians, from intelligence agents and others in contact with Ger-
many, from Gemman radio and press and from captured German
documents. Prisoners of war were given the Dicks questionnaire,
which made up for the fact that none of the PWI interrogators in the
field were professional psychiatrists.!2 Documents were subject to
detailed textual analysis to reveal not only German military intentions
but also the state of German morale and likely German reactions to
Allied activities. The prime movers in technique here were Harold
Lasswell, who directed the Experimental Division for Study of
Wartime Communication at the Library of Congress; while German
propaganda was studied by the research Project on Totalitarian
Communications at the Graduate Faculty of the New School for- Social
Research in New York.!3

Indeed, as far as the United States is concerned, by the end of 1942
the majority of social scientists in general and social psychologists in
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particular were in goverument service either full time or acting as
consultants on particular projects.!4 The investigation of morale, the
analysis of attitudes, the interpretation of the dynamic relations
between individual and group - these formed the matrix for a plethora
of distinct but interrelated investigations that blurred disciplinary
boundaries, as social psychologists, anthropologists, sociologists and
psychiatrists worked together to chart and understand the social,
cultural and interpersonal determinants of the resistance of the
enemy, and the conduct of the fighting forces.

Rensis Likert complemented his work on home morale with a
programme conducted under the auspices of the Morale Division of
the United States Strategic Bombing Survey. This systematically
appraised the effects of strategic bombing on the will of countries to
resist. Cartwright singles out this work for particular praise. ‘Espe-
cially noteworthy,’ he concludes, ‘is the excellent research design
involved in this project.... Because it is the first quantitative compara-
tive analysis of the values and motives of people in different countries,
this project will stand as a milestone in the history of social
psychology.’15

The morale of the enemy was to be investigated in many ways.
After the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbour in 1941, a listening eentre
was established at Princeton and was later developed into the Foreign
Broadcast Monitoring Unit {subsequently the Foreign Broadcast Intel-
ligence Service).

Paul Lazarsfeld, Jerry Bruner, Harold Lasswell, and R.K. White
developed systematic tools for the analysis of spoken and written
texts, and analyzed foreign broadcasts to provide intelligence reports
on military intentions and enemy morale. This approach, the counter-
part of the work on home morale, was to be supplemented from a
rather different perspective, one that focused upon the culture of the
enemy and its links with the personality of the civilian and soldier.

Clyde Kluckhohn, whose principal anthropological experience had
been in the pre-war study of the Navaho of New Mexico, and
Alexander Leighton, a psychiatrist who had assisted in these studies,
were appointed Joint Chiefs of the Foreign Morale Analysis Division
in Washington. Leighton had previously been working at the Japanese
Relocation Camp at Poston, Arizona, where he had concluded that, in
times of stress, individuals appeared to behave according to belief
systems: they were conditioned by the patterns and attitudes of their
culture that had been deeply ingrained in them through their
upbringing.1é In these terms, Kluckhohn and Leighton sought to
understand the morale of Japanese soldiers and civilians. Basing
themselves upon reports of interrogations of prisoners of war, captured
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personal and official documents, and transcripts of monitored press
reports and radio broadcasts, they searched for flaws in morale that
could be exploited in propaganda.l’” Not that they could do much to
counter the belief among US policy makers that Japanese resistance to
defeat was fanatical and would prevail unto death. Despite the strong
evidence of flagging morale by 1945, the US Secretary of State for War
still considered the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki the only way
to ensure unconditional surrender.!8

One outcome of this work, however, was a remodelled psychologi-
cal conception of national character that was to provide the conceptual
starting point for a series of studies of ‘culture and personality’ in the
post-war years. !9 The notion of national character was not a new one,
but the experience of wartime enabled its translation into psychologi-
cal techniques for the empirical investigation of national populations
and expert advice in political calculations. A wave of quasi-psychoana-
lytic anthropological studies were published in the closing years of the
war, in sufficient quantities to warrant a bibliography of work relevant
to the Japanese alone, edited by H.M. Spitzer and Ruth Benedict and
published by the US Office of War Information in 1945.20 These most
frequently described different national character structures of enemy
nations in the language of psychoanalysis, posing the possibility that it
was both formed by early experiences, and could be modified by a
psychoanalytically informed intervention into early life.

After the war this would be developed into a psychoanalytic
investigation of America’s own problematic national populations.
The US Bureau of Indian Affairs funded and supported the
influential series of studies by Kluckhohn, Leighton, and Erikson
into the relationship between child-rearing practices and adult
character structure, which took as its focus the Indian tribes, who
were thought to be obstinate, demoralized, degenerating, and
resistant to re-education.2! And further afield, the Rand Corpora-
tion, established by the air force in 1946 to continue the partnership
between the military and university scientists that had developed in
wartime, funded studies of soviet culture that were drawn upon by
Margaret Mead and Martha Wolfenstein in their project that
eventually produced Childhood in Contemporary Culture. This
project was inaugurated by Ruth Benedict through her research at
Columbia University on contemporary cultures, which was itself
grant aided, like the American Museum of Natural History Studies
in Contemporary Culture, by the Human Resources Division of the
Office of Naval Research.22 The social importance of this psycholo-
gization of childhood and personality was to go far beyond the
military concems that had provoked it.
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The US wartime morale workers were to give an institutional form
to their new interdisciplinary modes of thought: the Department of
Social Relations at Harvard University which was established in 1946.
Among those central to the department in its early years were Gordon
Allport, Edward Shils, and Clyde Kluckhohn, together with two figures
we will encounter presently — Henry Murray, who headed the
assessment staff at the Office of Strategic Services, and Samuel
Stouffer, who directed the research branch of the Information and
Education Division of the War Office. The experience of war had
temporarily breached the powerful internal policing mechanisms and
boundary-maintaining devices of the disciplines of sociology, anthro-
pology, psychology, and psychiatry. Parsons’ general theory of action
integrating personalities, social systems, and cultural systems would
be perhaps the most academically prestigious child of this new
relationship.23

In the period immediately following the end of the war, the more
immediate fruits of this American labour on the public psyche were to
become widely available.24 A host of books were published reflecting
on the experience of wartime and seeking to develop from it a theory of
propaganda, public opinion, and the psychology of rumour.25 The
precise details of this work will not concern us here. What is
important for our purposes is the translation of the public mind into a
domain accessible to knowledge via psychological expertise, to calcula-
tion via psychological theory, and to government via psychologically
informed propaganda. This psychologization of the polity, of its
attitudes, solidarities, and oppositions, its interpersonal transactions,
was to establish the platform for the most significant developments of
psychological expertise, and the most important transformations of
the rationales of government, in the post-war years.



4  Groups at War

Service psychology has the positive aim of making the most
effective use of human resources. Service psychiatry is more
concerned in preventing human waste; hence it gives first place to
preventive measures. In both spheres of activity, the starting point
is the fact of individual differences. The object of psychology and
psychiatry alike is to ascertain these individual differences so that
the unfit can be detected and the fit placed where they can function
in a most useful way to the Service and satisfactory to themselves

. in modern warfare it is no longer a question of ‘measuring

éuardsmen by the yard’.!
Privy Council Office, 1947

The expert committee that reported on service psychology at the end
of the war stressed the significance of the psychology of individual
differences to the war effort. But the expert attention to the subjective
state of the fighting forces did not merely revive the strategy of
intelligence testing that had taken off in the United States in World
War 1. First, individual differences came to concern personality as
much as intelligence. But, more importantly, the minds of service
personnel became active elements in the life of the forces by means of
the refinement of the notions of morale and attitude. Crucially, the
role of the individual was increasingly viewed from the perspective of a
larger entity - the group. The birth of the group constituted the most
profound effect of the experience of war upon the government of
subjectivity.2

From the start of the war, procedures of selection, allocation, and
promotion increasingly deployed psychological and psychiatric
criteria, seeking to act upon the efficiency of the fighting forces by
administrative means. The mechanisms were both negative and
positive. Careful selection and allocation of individuals to tasks
could eliminate those whose presence posed a danger to the
efficiency of the services — the mentally defective or the unstable or
unreliable individual whose training would consume energy and
time uselessly, or who might even endanger lives if placed in
important posts. On the positive side, proper allocation of personnel
- the principle of matching the man to the job and the job to the
man - could minimize the risk of breakdown and maximize the use
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of the human factor. This was true for the ranks; it was even more
true for promotion to officer level.

Psychological involvement in recruitment and allocation was not
accepted with open arms in the British forces. Despite the US
experiments, the recommendations of the official committee of
enquiry, and the fact that about 120,000 people were still in receipt of
pensions or had received final awards for psychiatric disability arising
from World War I- about 15 per cent of all pensioned disability - little
attention was paid to selection of personnel in the inter-war years.
Instead the Ministry of Pensions expressed the intention of not
providing pensions for cases of neurosis developed during active
service, but providing treatment instead, hoping thereby to combat the
possibility of an epidemic of ‘war neurosis’.3 In April 1939 J.R. Rees of
the Tavistock Clinic and Alec Rodger of the National Institute of
Industrial Psychology (NIIP} submitted a memo to the medical
authorities at the War Office calling for a preliminary experiment to
assess the contribution to the speed and quality of the training of
conscripts that might be made by psychological and psychiatric
assessments.* This memo drew attention not only to the past
experiences of the fighting services but also to the results of research in
industrial psychology, which had sought to demonstrate the con-
tribution of psychoneuroses to days lost from work and poor industrial
efficiency, and to show the value of special aptitude tests in allocation
of individuals to specialized tasks.5

It is not clear why the scheme was rejected, though Rees remarks
that psychiatrists were often accused of being fifth columnists,
assisting those who wanted to evade service.5 However, in September
1939 Rees was invited to act as consultant for the army at home;
Henry Yellowlees was made consultant to the British Expeditionary
Forces and after the commencement of war was followed abroad by a
small staff. From April 1940 psychiatric involvement in the army
increased, first with the appointment of command psychiatrists
attached to the medical headquarters of each command in Britain and,
by 1941, with the attachment of up to fifteen area psychiatrists to each
of these. The navy also established a psychiatric service early in the
war; the RAF did rather less, though it did publish a number of studies
based upon the characteristics of those referred to neuro-psychiatrists.
For present purposes, the experience of the army is most significant.”

Virtually as soon as the command psychiatrists were appointed
they began agitating for a scheme for the selection of recruits. Ronald
Hargreaves, also formerly of the Tavistock Clinic, carried out experi-
ments with ].C. Raven using the Penrose-Raven Progressive Matrices
and other tests. Professor Godfrey Thompson, an early proponent of
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group testing, co-operated with the command psychiatrist in Scotland.
By 1940 testing had been introduced in certain establishments and
units, with much of the work being done by Eric Farmer of the
Cambridge Psychological Laboratory and Alec Rodger. More pressure
by Rees and Hargreaves led eventually to the establishment of an
Advisory Committee on Mental Testing early in 1941 consisting of
Professor J.H. Drever together with Dr. C.S. Myers of the NIIP and Dr.
S.J.F. Philpott. By June 1941 a Directorate of Selection of Personnel
was set up under the Adjutant-General.

A system of intelligence testing was introduced at all recruitment
depots, using the Progressive Matrices, supervised by industrial psy-
chologists, with all those who were assessed as mentally dull or back-
ward being referred to psychiatrists. Soon it was psychiatrists, rather
than commanding officers, who were making the recommendations
about the posting of these men. By 1942 a new intake scheme was
introduced, in which all men on entering the army were taken into a
General Service Corps where they were subjected to a series of intel-
ligence and aptitude tests, interviewed by trained personnel selection
officers, and referred to psychiatrists if they were in the lowest selection
group, were stammerers, had a history of psychiatric illness or special
schooling, presented with abnormal behaviour or bizarre test results, or
showed an apparent lack of ‘combatant tendency’. Some 14 per cent of
the total intake were referred to the psychiatrist who could recommend
transfer to a non-combatant arm or an armed or unarmed section of the
Pioneer Corps, admission to hospital, or discharge. Later, as maximiza-
tion of manpower resources became critical, the work of selection and
allocation was extended to army selection centres, which received ‘mis-
fits’ from the army and those transferred from the other forces.8

The Directorate of Selection of Personnel was not only concerned
with weeding out the dullards and the unstable. Its aims were not
merely negative but positive. As Rees put it:

The Directorate for Selection of Personnel had undertaken a
complete job analysis of the multitudinous tasks in the different
arms of the Service, and as a result was able to lay down the
standards of intelligence and other aptitudes necessary for each job,
thus providing a basis for the correct posting of men in certain
proportions to each type of unit. The accomplishment of this work
produced a revolutionary change in the Army’s utilization of
manpower and has set a standard which will certainly be applied in
industry and in social life in the post-war world. The matching of
men to suitable work is as valuable a means of psychiatric
prophylaxis as anything that could well be devised.?
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This issue was to be taken up with enthusiasm in the United
States in the immediate post-war period. General Dwight Eisenhower,
later US President, established a Conservation of Human Resources
Project at Columbia University, with sponsorship from organizations
as varied as the Ford Foundation, General Electric, the Radio
Corporation of America, Coca-Cola, Standard Qil, and the Bigelow-
Sanford Carpet Company. Eisenhower was stimulated by his own
experience of marked shortages of manpower during the North African
campaign and in the European theatre at the Battle of the Bulge; he
knew that, at the same time, large numbers of young Americans were
being rejected for military service or being prematurely discharged
because they were judged to lack the mental and emotional qualities
that made a good soldier. Some 20 million men had been examined
during the war as to their suitability for military service, of whom 14
million were enlisted, and there were records giving not only their test
results but also details of their performance in military life and some
indication of how they performed in civilian life prior to recruitment
and after discharge. The Columbia project aimed to make a systematic
analysis of these wartime personnel records in order to investigate the
nation’s human resources as a basis for future planning, not only of
the armed forces but also of the nation as a whole.

The project, directed by Professor Eli Ginzberg, published a number
of studies based upon its analysis.10 Its conclusions were that the
armed forces had paid a high price because of their lack of knowledge
of the characteristics of the manpower pool, of their future require-
ments, of the potential of the recruits, and of the capacity of those
with apparent deficiencies to perform adequately in particular tasks or
with specific assistance. In particular, selection was inadequate
without being accompanied by proper training and assignment to fit
the individual into the organization so that he could perform
effectively. This had been insufficiently recognized. The result had
been a loss to the army of two and a half million men, or the
equivalent of over fifty divisions. The lesson was clear: organizational
policy could improve the performance of large organizations by taking
account of personality and motivation. The full use of the nation’s
resources now required government to have a manpower policy
conceived and organized in psychological terms.

A further wartime research project was of great significance for the
development of psychological techniques - the surveys of the attitudes
of American troops conducted by the research branch in the Informa-
tion and Education Division of the US War Department. This study,
directed by Samuel A. Stouffer, published its results in four volumes in
1949 and 1950, under the general title of Studies in Social Psychology



44 PEOPLE AT WAR

in World War I1.1! The research branch carried out some 200 to 300
large- and small-scale surveys during the war at the request of other
departments. These concerned attitudes to such issues as the war, the
medical services, civilians, leisure activities, army jobs, blacks, the
recruitment of women, and demobilization procedures.

The work of the research branch appeared to show that what was
crucial, from the point of view of the smooth running of an
organization and the morale of individuals, was not so much the
objective characteristics of the situation, but the subjective relation of
the individual to his or her situation. The significance of the concept
of attitude was that it grasped this subjective relationship. It enabled
any individual’s multitudinous and diverse tastes and prejudices to be
rendered into thought in the form of a value on each of a small
number of dimensions. The inscription of attitude was by means of a
new device for mental calibration: the scale. The scale was a technique
of constructing questions such that an individual’s response to a
particular item allowed their responses to all other items on a
particular dimension to be predicted. Developed in the work on
Stouffer's project done by Rensis Likert and Louis Guttman, the
technique of scaling brought a new subjective dimension of the human
condition into the sphere of knowledge and regulation. The correlative
development of the concept of attitude and the technique of the scale
opened this dimension up for management; attitudes could be
investigated, measured, inscribed, reported, and calculated, and
administrative decisions made in that light. A knowledge of attitudes
made it possible to conceive of a mode of administration in which the
soldier would be both contented and efficient, efficient because
contented.

It seemed that this contentment had little to do with the soldier’s
commitment to the objectives of the war. Stouffer and his researchers
could not find, in their soldier subjects, any clear thinking about, let
alone belief in, the principles for which the struggle was being waged.
What was crucial, for the maintenance of morale and efficiency, was

the group:

The group in its informal character, with its close interpersonal
ties, served two principal functions in combat motivation: it set
and enforced group standards of behaviour, and it supported and
sustained the individual in stresses he would otherwise not be able

to withstand.12

Behaviour during combat thus appeared to be a matter of the strength
of the bonds between the soldier and his buddies, strengthened by
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loyalty to their immediate leadership, rather than arising from the
unreal and distant principles and causes of the war. Paradoxically, the
American soldier was mobilized by exactly the same forces as his
German enemy, whose main motivation, according to Shils’ interpre-
tation of his research with Dicks, also derived from his loyalty to his
primary group and its leader, rather than to the army as a whole or
higher authorities.!3 In their discovery of the primary group as the key
element in the relations between the individual and the organization,
the American wartime social scientists reinforced the theses that the
American psychologists of industry had elaborated in the 1930s:
management of the army, like the factory, was to be achieved through
acting upon the bonds of the primary group and aligning individuals
through this mechanism with the objectives of the organization.!4
Social psychology could become a science of administration.

At a more mundane and immediate level, psychological investiga-
tion could inform very detailed military decisions. For motivation and
contentment appeared to be a product of the issues and exigencies of
everyday existence: status, comfort, minimum exposure to danger,
and training to assist the individual after discharge. Attitude research
enabled these general desires to be specified in terms amenable to
adminstration: how to organize leisure, where to deploy women or
blacks, how to avoid discontent through the careful phasing of
demobilization. Psychological expertise had become the key to organi-
zational harmony.

Of no less concern than the psychological state of recruits was that
of officers. Officer selection began to pose a problem in the early years
of the war.!5 First, there was much concem about the apparently high
rate of psychiatric breakdown of officers, partly thought to result from
the commissioning of men with a history of maladjustment or
neurotic disorders. Second, there was a high rejection rate from officer
cadet training units, exacerbated by the fact that the boards selecting
candidates for officer training, in the words of Rees, ‘found themselves
rather at sea’ once the supply of young men from the universities and
public school began to dry up; they were used to selecting individuals
with whose background and outlook they were familiar. In unfamiliar
waters they found themselves accepting for training many who would
fail, and rejecting many who might succeed. This fuelled the existing
suspicion, damaging to morale and to applications from the ranks,
that class bias was influencing decisions of promotion. Given the
recognition of the importance of leadership to the happiness, welfare,
and efficiency of the fighting units, something had to be done.

Rees and Eric Wittkower, also from the Tavistock, together with
the Scottish Command Psychiatrist T.F. Rodger, carried out experi-
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ments from 1941 that led to a permanent system of War Office
Selection Boards (WOSBs) in 1942, together with a Research and
Training Centre that investigated ways of improving techniques. Each
board was staffed by a president — a senior army officer - and advised
by a psychiatrist, a military testing officer, and a psychologist or
sergeant tester. Candidates were investigated over a period of about
three days, during which they filled in a biographical and medical
questionnaire, were given various intelligence and personality tests,
were interviewed by the president or his deputy, and given a series of
lectures and practical tests by the military training officer. A propor-
tion were interviewed by the psychiatrist.

The role of the psychiatrist on the WOSBs was contentious.!6
Originally psychiatrists interviewed every candidate, as well as giving
an opinion on the results of the psychological tests, thus not merely
identifying the unstable but acting as general experts on personality.17
While the first restrictions on these procedures came from lack of
trained staff and problems of numbers of candidates, there was a more
profound hostility from many army officers. It was thought the
psychiatrists were exerting an influence out of proportion with their
status, that they were recommending rejection of suitable candidates
on the basis of far fetched beliefs about the importance of such things
as sexual adjustment, and that any benefit that may have arisen from
their activities was outweighed by the damaging effects of the
resentment aroused in candidates, not simply by their sometimes
insensitive questions but also by their very presence. As a result of
such criticisms, their role was reduced to that of interviewing those
thought potentially abnormal; when the war was over the Crocker
Committee, which enquired into the work of the WOSBs, recom-
mended that they were no longer necessary as permanent members of
the boards. Nonetheless, a new possibility had been placed on the
agenda: the psychiatrist not as a keeper of lunatics but as an accredited
guide to the territory of subjectivity: an all-purpose advisor on the
utilization of the human factor in institutional life.

As far as the psychologists were concemned, testing was still the
order of the day. But the lack of trained psychologists meant that most
of the work of testing was carried out by trained sergeants acting as
assistants to psychiatrists who interpreted the results of the test. The
bulk of the professional psychologists were confined to the research
and training centre; they had more difficulty in finding an effective
foothold within the institutional procedure than did the medically
qualified psychiatrists. But this was not only because of their small
number and generally lower status. It was also because officer
suitability appeared to be chiefly a matter of character and personality,
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and these features of psychological life had proved resistant to
quantification in the pre-war period.!8 The war itself was to enable
this to be transformed, principally through work done in the United
States.19 Large populations were available for psychological investi-
gation, funding was plentiful, and advanced statistical techniques
could be applied. The outcome of this work, such as the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory, which measured hysterical,
neurotic, and schizoid attributes, and the Cattell Sixteen Factor
Personality Questionnaire, was too late for the war effort. None the
less, the latter did for the personality what the former had done for
intelligence - enabled it to be visualized, materialized, inscribed,
calculated, and administered.

While the United States provided the techniques for the stand-
ardization of personality, Britain innovated in the use of real-life
situations for the assessment of capacity - the observation of
candidates while they performed the various tasks set them. The
psychological rationale for this lay partly in the influence of the field
theory approaches of American social psychologists, in particular
Lewin and Moreno.20 Traits, it appeared, were not constant qualities
of the individual that all successful officers possessed, and which
existed independent of context. Leadership was not a quality inherent
in the individual that could be displayed both in tests and in real life.2!
Personality was an organized whole, a system of tensions or needs that
interacts dynamically with the varying demands of different situ-
ations. ‘Officer quality’ should, therefore, be analyzed and assessed in
terms of the main roles that future officers would be called on to play,
the most crucial being that of leadership in a small group, giving the
group direction, and maintaining its cohesion and solidarity against
disruptive forces from within or without.

This form of reasoning led to Wilfred Bion’s famous invention, the
leaderless group test. Bion’s own account is worth quoting at length:

The essence of the technique which was evolved, and which has
since become the basis of selection techniques in many different
fields, was to provide a framework in which selecting officers,
including a psychiatrist, could observe a man’s capacity for
maintaining personal relations in a situation of strain that tempted
him to disregard the interests of his fellows for the sake of his own.
The situation had to be a real life situation. The situation of strain,
and the temptation to give full rein to his personal ambitions was
already there.... The problem was to make capital of this existing
emotional field in order to test the quality of the man'’s relation-
ships with his fellows.... The actual task of the test is merely a
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cloak of invisibility for the testing officers who are present.... It is
not the artificial test, but the real life situation that has to be
watched - that is, the way in which a man’s capacity for personal
relationships stands up under the strain of his own and other
men’s fear of failure and desires for personal success.22

The concept of the group was to become the organizing principle of
psychological and psychiatric thought concemning the conduct of the
individual. From the wartime years onward, social and institutional
life was increasingly to be conceived as intersubjective emotional
relations, the interplay between social solidarities and individual
personality dynamics. It was not the static traits of a character that
were at issue, but the ways in which individuals resolved personal
conflicts in the context of group decisions, directions and cohesive-
ness. The invention of the ‘group’, the conception of ‘social’ or
‘human’ relations as key determinants of individual conduct, were the
most consistent lesson of the psychological and psychiatric experience
of war.

The approach to assessment developed in the WOSBs was to be
exported to the United States, where ‘situational testing’ was to be the
basis of the technique used by the US Office of Strategic Services for
the selection of personnel, under the direction of Henry Murray.23 But
further, operating in these terms, psychiatric expertise could also
transform techniques for the training and management of soldiers.
Solidarity was the key here. Soldiers would not be trained to fight
efficiently by instilling hatred of the enemy or by hardening them to
savagery by exposing them to blood and gore. Some conditioning to
the rigours of warfare could help - such as ‘battle inoculation’ in which
exposure to bomb blast and sound was administered in gradually
increasing dosages. But the spirit of a fighting unit was largely
dependent on other things. What was crucial were the psychological
bonds and relations between its members, the solidarity of the group.
This was not a matter of external discipline, of obeying orders and
following rules. It was a matter of internal discipline, of the pride of
each individual in the order of his group, of his sense of worth and
belonging, and of the value and significance of his own contributions
to group life. The efficiency of the whole was construed in terms of the
psychological relations of its members, simultaneously producing a
new way of scrutinizing and representing the likely efficiency of a
collection of individuals directed towards a task, and a new way of
regulating and maximizing it.

This, too, was the abiding significance of the various experiences of
rehabilitation of soldiers suffering from psychoneurotic symptoms and
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returning prisoners of war developed by Bion, John Rickman, and Tom
Main and Maxwell Jones - the principal protagonists of the social
psychiatry that would take off in the post-war period.24 Bion and
Rickman were drafted into Northfield Military Hospital near Birming-
ham in 1943 to deal with unruly conditions that had developed in its
Training Wing. Rickman used group discussion to highlight the
relations of the individual to the group to the patients themselves,
developing a conception of the ‘good group spirit’ as the aim of the
process. The group needed a common purpose; it should recognize
itself, its boundaries and the position, the function and contribution of
each individual within it; it must develop the capacity to face and cope
with discontent within itself.

Bion sought to produce self-respecting and socially adjusted men
able to accept responsibility by uniting the individuals on the ward
into a group tackling a common problem.25 The problem to tackle,
he decided, was precisely the existence of the neurosis that
threatened the successful rehabilitative working of the institution.
Hence the group itself was to be persuaded to attack neurotic
disability as a communal problem destroying happiness and
efficiency. The training of the Training Wing was actually to
become a course in understanding and resolving problems of
interpersonal relationships. In this way the group itself would be
able to resolve the neurotic symptoms of its members and bring
them to a state of personal responsibility.

Bion’s tactics were to act upon the conduct of the men through
manipulating authority relations in the wing. The neurosis was first
made visible by relaxing the authoritarian framework that had
provided both the framework of community life and the structure
for resistance to it. When the men themselves had to take
responsibility for organizing tasks and for defining and disciplining
miscreants, they would learn that the disruption was not grounded
in authority but in their psychological relations to authority. When
the group realized the psychological origins of its distress, it could
release its full energies in self cure. It is difficult to overstate the
conceptual, tactical, and strategic implications of this reflexivity for
the therapeutic activity of the post-war years. The cure was no
longer to lie in the hands of another, but to be introjected into the
sick themselves, who would cure themselves under the authority of
expertise.

Although this experiment ended after six weeks, it was followed by
a second ‘Northfield experiment’. In this, Main sought to produce
what he referred to as a ‘therapeutic community’ in which the hospital
was to be used:
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not as an organization run by doctors in the interests of their own
greater technical efficiency, but as a community with the immedi-
ate aim of full participation of all its members in its daily life and
the eventual aim of the resocialisation of the neurotic individual for
life in ordinary society ... a spontaneous and emotionally structured
(rather than medically dictated) organization in which all staff and
patients engage.26

For such a reformatory technology, the institutional regime was
construed as a system of relations that were more emotional than
technical. There was also a shift in relations of expertise. The role of
the doctor was no longer direction but interpretation. All those around
the sick person - patients, domestics, nurses — were drawn into the
field of the illness and its cure. The social relations of group life were
now conceived not only as a means of treatment of neurosis, but also
the field where neurosis was manifested and may be exacerbated: the
origin of neurosis itself was to be discovered in problems of social
relations.

At the same time, a parallel experiment was developing an
analogous technology.’ In 1942 Pat Wood, a cardiologist, and
Maxwell Jones, a psychiatrist, became joint directors of a 100 bed unit
for the treatment of ‘effort syndrome’. The Mill Hill Neurosis Unit
was one of two establishments for the treatment of war neuroses run
by the Ministry of Health with staff drawn from the Maudsley
Hospital. While the other unit utilized short-term treatments like
modified insulin, ether abreaction, continuous narcosis and narco-
analysis, at Mill Hill the emphasis was on the application of
sociological and psychological conceptions of treatment.

The investigators concluded, after detailed cardiological examin-
ation, that effort syndrome - breathlessness, palpitations, left chest
pain, postural giddiness, occasional fainting attacks and fatigue - was
not related to heart disease. On the contrary, it was deemed a
psychosomatic complaint. A discussion procedure involving nurses
was developed to explain to the patients the physiological mechanisms
that produced their symptoms, seeking to allay the anxiety that
exacerbated the problem and to change patients’ attitudes to their
symptoms. These discussion groups soon expanded, beginning to deal
with problems raised in life on the ward and elsewhere, and taking the
form of group discussion and, often, dramatization of the problems. It
gradually appeared that the whole of hospital life could affect the
illness, provoking deterioration in the condition or participation in
therapy. Further, the patient’s reactions to the hospital community
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mirrored his reactions to the community outside. Hence the latter
could be affected by working upon the former. Group psychotherapy
had been bom.

These notions of pathology as a group phenomenon and cure as
a matter of rehabilitation of asocialized individuals were further
developed in the units that were set up for retuming prisoners of
war. These were part of the massive exercise in labour resettlement
undertaken by the Ministry of Labour when the war ended. Twenty
civilian resettlement units were established, with the aim of
rehabilitating ex-prisoners of war for civilian life. In these
‘transitional communities for social reconnection’, Adam Curle, Eric
Trist, and Tommy Wilson extended and refined the techniques and
analyses that would later be applied in the group therapies of the
post-war period.28 Maxwell Jones was made responsible for the unit
set up at Southern Hospital, Dartford, in Kent, and reused the
procedures developed at Mill Hill, additionally seeking to connect
the ‘transitional community’ with the local community that
surrounded it. Where rehabilitation had previously been a mere
adjunct to therapy conducted by other means — mediating between
life under the dominance of medicine and life as a private matter -
it now became continuous with, indeed the essence of, the
therapeutic intervention itself. The relational life of the group had
become both the field of the illness and the domain of the cure.

These procedures were extended beyond the returning prisoners
of war to many other categories of socially maladjusted individuals.
The problems of disabled labourers prompted the establishment of
an elaborate social apparatus in the immediate post-war period.2?
The Disabled Persons {Employment] Act had been passed in 1944,
at the beginning of 1950 just under 1 million persons were
registered disabled, there were 366 full-time and 1,450 part-time
disablement resettlement officers, and twelve industrial rehabilita-
tion units located in the big cities, containing workshops with
factory-like conditions. As far as the National Advisory Council on
the Employment of the Disabled was concermned, the most
troublesome aspect of the problem was the hard core of chronic
unemployed. While only around 50,000 registered disabled persons
were classed as psychiatric, for this hard core, whatever their
diagnostic label, unemployment had -led to the development of
antisocial attitudes. Hence their problem had become a psychiatric
one, a problem of maladjustment requiring rehabilitation.

The Roffey Park Rehabilitation Centre had utilized community
treatment for maladjusted industrial workers with some success; the
Industrial Neurosis Unit at Belmont Hospital was set up in 1947 to
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investigate methods of treatment and resettlement of this hard core to
feed back into general planning for rehabilitation of inefficient or
maladjusted workers. The population of chronic unemployed neuro-
tics it received from all over England included inadequate and
aggressive psychopaths, schizoid personalities, early schizophrenics,
various drug addictions, sexual perversions, and chronic psychoneur-
otics. To this unpromising and heterogeneous population, unified only
by their social inefficiency and maladjustment, were applied all the
community techniques for restoring the neurotic to adjustment to his
environment in order to maintain functional efficiency. Through these
devices sexual, criminal, industrial, or social deviants, whose behav-
iour was now construed as a manifestation of an underlying personal-
ity disorder, were to be managed back to a state of adjustment in
which they could function smoothly within the institutional regimes
they had previously disrupted.

In the years immediately following the end of the war, the
problems of economic reconstruction would insert these issues of the
group into the heart of economic debate, managerial practice and
psychological innovation. Not only could mental capacities be aligned
with institutional roles, but it appeared that organizational pathology
could be prevented and efficiency could be promoted by acting upon
the psychological relations that traversed organizational life. Solidarity
and morale could be produced by administrative means. The group
had become a crucial means of conceptualizing the social behaviours
of the individual, of analyzing the efficiency of all manner of social
practices, of promoting individual contentment and organizational
efficiency, and of conducting the business of the cure.

A vast territory had been discovered that would be explored in the
post-war period: experts of subjectivity and intersubjectivity would
seek to stake their claims in all institutions of society.



Part Two

The Productive Subject






5  The Subject of Work

Work. The very word, for many, conjures up a vision of the more or
less direct exercise of power upon the body of the worker: coercion,
exploitation, discipline, control. In work, it would appear, the worker
is no more than a factor of production, just one factor among many
caught up in a process whose sole rationale is profit. The aim of the
boss, and the task of the manager, is to maximize the labour extracted
from the body of the worker while at the same time minimizing the
opportunity for, and likelihood of, worker resistance to company goals
of efficiency and productivity. From this standpoint, whatever changes
may have occurred since the nineteenth century critiques of Marx,
Engels, and others - in the types of work people do, in rates of pay,
hours of work, working condition, styles of management, and the like
- at the heart of work under capitalism the fundamental conflict
remains.

At one pole stand the labourers and those allied with them in the
trade union and labour movement. With nothing to sell but their
labour power, the interests of workers short of a fundamental
reorganization of society lie in boosting wages, keeping employment
high, reducing hours of work, minimizing the effort of labour, and
imposing constraints upon exploitation by fighting for better condi-
tions of employment and firmer legislative constraints upon the
freedom of the bosses. At the opposite pole stand the bosses and their
functionaries and apologists in management, personnel, and occupa-
tional psychology. Their interests are tied to increasing profit through
raising productivity, keeping work rates high and wages low, weaken-
ing the collective power of workers through unions, and reducing their
capacity to disrupt work, while at the same time casting a cloak of
legitimacy over the fundamentally exploitative nature of the employ-
ment relation.

From such a perspective, no amount of re-jigging of the details of
work, the organization of the enterprise, the conditions of the labour
process, or levels of reward could transform the basic alienation that
lies at the heart of work. Workers work because they have to, they
work at the behest of others in a process they do not control, to
produce goods or services they do not enjoy. It is the wage, not the
pleasure of work, that drives them to the production line, the office
desk, or the shop floor each moming. Work ultimately is that which
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is required to earn the means to satisfy needs and desires in the
world beyond work - for food, clothes, housing, consumption,
family life, and self fulfilment. As far as the worker is concerned, it
would seem, work is made up, principally, of the elements of
obedience, self-denial, and deferred gratification - it entails an
essential subordination of subjectivity.

In nineteenth century capitalism - in mine, mill, and manufactory
- work seems easy to picture in these terms. But over the course of the
present century, types of work and conditions of working have
radically changed; in addition, industrialists, managers, philanthro-
pists, psychologists, and others have initiated a series of reforms of the
workplace, claiming to be able to radically restructure the working
relation, to make work pleasurable for the worker at the same time as
it is profitable for the employer. These different attempts to transform
work see the subjectivity of the worker not only as a value to be
respected rather than subjugated, but also as a central determinant of
the success of the company. In various ways they have questioned the
view that work is undertaken only to satisfy desires that it itself
frustrates. On the contrary, they have argued that correctly organized,
productive work itself can satisfy the worker; the activity of working
itself can provide rewarding personal and social relations for those
engaged in it; good work can be a means to self-fulfilment.

Employers and managers equipped with these new visions of work
have thus claimed that there is no conflict between the pursuits of
productivity, efficiency, and competitiveness on the one hand and the
‘humanization’ of work on the other. On the contrary, the path to
business success lies in engaging the employee with the goals of the
company at the level of his or her subjectivity, aligning the wishes,
needs, and aspirations of each individual who works for the organiz-
ation with the successful pursuit of its objectives. Through striving to
fulfil their own needs and wishes at work, each employee will thus
work for the advance of the enterprise; the more the individual fulfils
him or herself, the greater the benefit to the company.

The subjectivity of the worker has thus emerged as a complex
territory to be explored, understood, and regulated. Management has
become dependent upon an objective knowledge, a scientific expertise
and a rational technology of the personal and interpersonal. A range of
somewhat ill-defined and overlapping subdisciplines and specialities
have been bom - occupational psychology, industrial psychology,
organizational behaviour, vocational guidance, ergonomics, human
engineering, and so forth. Both management and industrial relations
have tried to establish a knowledge basis for their expertise, drawing in
different ways upon theories of the subjectivity of the worker. There
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has been a correlative growth in the practical involvement of psycho-
logical expertise in the enterprise, the organization and the labour
market, with psychologically trained functionaries cariying out such
tasks as selection, promotion, job evaluation, performance appraisal,
work design, job enrichment, and so forth, either as permanent
employees or through the mechanisms of consultancy. And, in the
past decade, there has been a growth in private outfits offering
training, counselling and guidance to ambitious managers, hard-
pressed or frustrated executives, and would-be high fliers, not only in
the ways of managing for excellence in one’s company, but also in the
techniques for achieving excellence in oneself.

Sociological analysts of the labour process in capitalist society have,
in the main, subjected these psycho-technologists of work to a harsh
critique: they are no more than servants of power, engaging in the
manipulation of workers in their attempts to adjust them to ex-
ploitative working conditions.! Their analyses of industrial unrest in
psychological terms, as signs of emotional immaturity or maladjust-
ment, mystify and legitimate oppression in work. For all their talk of
the importance of the contentment and fulfilment of the worker, they
have not fundamentally altered the situation inaugurated by the birth
of scientific management in the early decades of this century. Thus
the writings of F.W. Taylor serve as a paradigm for analysis of future
‘scientific’ interventions on work.2 Functional organization of the
factory was to optimize efficiency. Work study would define the best
way to carry out each task; selection would assign the appropriate man
for each job; training would inculcate the discipline of following the
methods laid down; scientific delineation of a fair day’s work would
allocate rewards to tasks to minimize dispute and maximize effort.
The whole would be enforced by rigorous management of the minutiae
of the workplace. Systematic knowledge of production was thus part of
a strategy to vest complete control over the process in the hands of
management, treating the worker as merely the possessor of physical
powers to be deployed and utilized under strict control and in the
service of a pure logic of efficiency.

Critics of developments in the psycho-technologies of management
since Taylor acknowledge that the worker is no longer viewed simply
as an automaton, a more or less productive body, but is now seen as a
person with subjective and inter-subjective attributes that are perti-
nent to work. But they argue that the skills and capacities that mass
production transferred to technology and management have not been
restored to the worker. Nor have the vast disparities in financial
rewards that characterize the organization of production been substan-
tially ameliorated: at root, the rationale of production remains profit
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for the owners. And, whatever changes may have been made in work
organization, workers do not manage themselves. Ultimately the
workplace remains hierarchical, with power exercised from above, by
bosses and managers, upon those below, whether they are stuck at a
machine, behind a desk, or ‘servicing’ the needs of others.

These critics are aware that the programmes and techniques for the
humanization of work — from the industrial psychology of Charles
Myers through the human relations approaches of Elton Mayo to
contemporary movements for the quality of working life and quality
circles — have represented themselves as liberal, democratic, and
egalitarian transformations of the activity of production. However,
these representations are dismissed as disingenuous or politically
naive, ignoring the inequalities of power and financial interests in the
sphere of production, as merely attempts to justify the self-interested
ambitions of the experts in work. Whatever their professed concemns,
the psychologists of organizations and occupations have colluded in
the invention of more subtle ways of adjusting the worker, based upon
the happy but not altogether innocent illusion that industrial discon-
tent, strikes, absenteeism, low productivity and so forth do not derive
from fundamental conflicts of interest but from ameliorable properties
of the psychological relations of the factory. The apparent discovery of
a fortunate coincidence between personal contentment of the worker
and maximum efficiency and profitability for the boss is merely yet
another dissimulation of the fundamental conflict between capital and
labour. By concentrating upon theories and techniques that would sell
it to managers, the psychological expertise of production has inevitably
adopted a managerial perspective. The ‘industrial relations problems’
it promises to resolve are in fact, from the workers’ perspective,
solutions, even if temporary and defensive, to the basic injustices of
their role, status, and rewards.

There is much truth in these critical analyses. The symbolism and
authority of scientific languages and techniques have certainly helped
to continually re-establish the legitimacy of the private enterprise and
the hierarchies of power and reward at work. The ideal pictures of
management and of workplace relations purveyed in the scientific
textbooks have, no doubt, been discrepant from the realities of work.
Much of the new technology of employee participation has scarcely
veiled the hope that a direct relationship between employee and
company will attenuate the power of the trade unions and their
prerogatives for the representation of collective interests and the
defense of collective rights. But to regard these scientific, psychological
discourses as ideological suggests a particular way of explaining their
existence and operation: the knowledge claims are false; they serve a
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social function and answer to a set of economic needs; it is because
they are false that they can serve this function and answer to these
needs; the historical origins of the knowledges or techniques in
question are sufficiently explained by pointing to the function they
have served.3

The new languages and techniques of management have certainly
arisen in political contexts, and have had political consequences. But
they are not merely functional responses to, or legitimations of, given
economic needs, static political forces or pre-existing social interests.
The changing conceptions of work and the worker, the changing
vocabularies and techniques of management, do more than legitimate
the conditions and relations of production in the face of concerns
about inhumanity, inefficiency, profitability, democracy, account-
ability and the like. As Miller and O’Leary have shown, while
‘Taylorism’ was certainly not simply the logical outcome of the need
to co-ordinate tasks in the large corporation, as suggested by some
orthodox historians of management, neither was it merely the effect of
some inner need of capitalism for increasing control over the
workplace.4 Rather, it was part of a wider family of political pro-
grammes that sought to use scientific knowledge to advance national
efficiency through making the most productive use of material and
human resources. It shared with other members of this family a belief
in the improvement of the efficiency of persons through the applica-
tion of expertise. And, like concens with the physical state of the
population and its mental capacities, it did this by constructing norms
and standards that accorded a visibility to previously obscure and
unimportant aspects of the activities of persons, and by calibrating and
governing these minutiae of existence in accordance with these norms
- of hygiene, of intelligence and so forth. Taylorism was also part of a
new attention to individual differences among persons, seeking to
know them and managing them from the perspective of social and
institutional goals and objectives, an attention that enmeshed the
individual within a complex of calculative practices. And it was the
first of many attempts to bring the internal life of the enterprise into
line with the values of democracy, providing a legitimacy for manage-
ment by giving it a rational basis and according it the capacity to
eliminate waste and thus promote the national interest.

Managerial thought and the psychological expertise of work play an
active part in the formation of new images and mechanisms, which
bring the government of the enterprise into alignment with cultural
values, social expectations, political concerns, and professional aspir-
ations. At the level of political thought, these new ways of construing
production provide novel ways of connecting the interior life of the



60 THE PRODUCTIVE SUBJECT

enterprise with calculations concerning the economic well-being of the
nation, changing the very notions of the proper sphere of politics and
the activity of the state. At the level of policy the new images and
techniques are embedded in previously unthinkable strategic inter-
ventions into the enterprise to promote particular economic and social
objectives. In these processes, new groups come to identify them-
selves, conceive of their interests in terms of these new words and
images, formulate their objectives through them, and mobilize to put
them into action. Within the enterprise itself, changes in ways of
construing, documenting, and acting upon the internal organization of
the factory, office, shop, or airline actually transform the meaning and
reality of work. And the new ways of relating the feelings and wishes of
individual employees to the fate of the enterprise are key elements in
the fabrication of new languages and techniques to bind the worker
into the productive life of society.

The changes in the conception, organization, and regulation of
work and the worker over this century involve relations between
many aspects of thought and practice: the history of the large
corporation; the changing relations of manufacturing and non-
manufacturing industry; the elaboration of an expertise of manage-
ment; innovations in the rationale and techniques of accounting to
incorporate the human resources of the enterprise; transformations
in macro-economic policy and much more. I view these events from
one particular perspective: that of the subjectivity of the worker.
Hence I examine the relations between governmental rationalities,
social strategies, human technologies, and techniques of the self that
have been brought into being by these new ways of thinking and
acting on the economy, the workplace, and the worker. They have
provided means for linking changing political objectives, the
ceaseless quest of business for profitability, the demands for a source
and basis for managerial authority, and the psyche of the worker.
Through them new networks of power have been established, a web
of calculations and technologies connecting macro-economic policy,
the management of the enterprise, and the design of the labour
process with human subjectivity itself.



6 The Contented Worker

Business efficiency and the welfare of employees are but two sides
of the same problem.!

E. Cadbury, 1912

Employment, in its fundamental capitalist form, implies a purely
contractual relationship between two isolated economic actors.
The worker enters into an agreement to alienate a certain
quantum of labour power in exchange for a wage; the capitalist
agrees to part with a certain quantum of money in exchange for
the right to deploy a crucial factor of production within the labour
process.2 No doubt this stark picture captures much of what was
essential to the mode of production in early capitalism. But since
the earliest struggles over the length of the working day and the
conditions of employment, the worker has come to be seen as
something more than an expendable and endlessly replaceable
commodity. Initially it appeared that it was the strength, the
health, the virtue, and the moral rectitude of the worker that
required conservation, and that such considerations would have to
be imposed upon the employer by law. Some see the imposition
of such obligations on employers through the nineteenth century
Factory Acts as the outcome of campaigns by enlightened
philanthropists; others regard them as the product of labour
militancy. Marx himself viewed such legislation as the means by
which the state, acting in the interests of capital as a whole,
stimulated concentration and monopolization by setting conditions
that small manufacturers found hard to meet, and safeguarded the
supply of a vital factor of production - workers themselves.
However this may be, by the first decade of the twentieth century
the contractual relation between employer and employee was
encumbered by certain statutory requirements and constraints.
Work became a key element of social economy.

Over the course of this century employment was to be further
socialized. It was to be situated within a wider network of relations
between the worker, the employer and the state. This network took
shape along four intertwined pathways: welfare, security, harmony,
and productivity. Welfare denoted a concern with the conditions of
labour, and their effects on the health and well-being of the worker,
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later growing to encompass not only the selection and allocation of
workers but also all those conditions in the production process, in the
organization of the workplace, and in the make-up of the workers
themselves that could impede or promote efficiency. The imperative of
security addressed itself to securing, for society as well as for the
individual, the conditions of orderly life for the labourer and his or her
dependents outside the wage relationship. This initially took the form
of voluntary, collective, or industrially based techniques but ul-
timately, at least until the 1980s, social insurance came to be the
crucial mechanism - pensions, unemployment, sickness benefit and
so forth provided through socially funded and bureaucratically or-
ganized mechanisms. The search for harmony entailed a range of
initiatives that sought, in one way or another, to mitigate the
antagonistic possibilities in the employment relation, by integrating
the worker within networks of obligation in the enterprise; schemes of
industrial democracy, joint consultation, communication, and share
ownership were the most common. And the desire for productivity led
to the maximization of the contribution of the worker to the objectives
of the enterprise, its output, efficiency, and profitability. The financial
incentive of the wage came to be supplemented by a range of physical,
technical, and psychological interventions upon the capacities, mo-
tives, enthusiasm, and commitment of the worker.

It was in the first decades of the twentieth century that the
subjectivity of the worker began to be connected with the imperatives
of economic policy, the search for social integration, the management
of industrial hamony and the quest for business efficiency. The
majority of firms prior to World War I had remained relatively
indifferent to the conditions of the labourer.3 But Quaker employers
such as Rowntree at York, Cadbury at Bournville, and Lever at Port
Sunlight perceived a fundamental relationship between the obligations
of philanthropy and the pursuit of profit. The ‘industrial betterment
principle’ was a new rationale and technique for organizing the
reciprocal duties and obligations of employer and employee, in which
industrial labour was no longer an isolated economic exchange but
was located within relations of solidarity and ties of community. The
efficiency of production, it appeared, was directly related to the
‘welfare’ of the labourers.

Industrial betterment operated on two fronts. The first concemed
relations outside the workplace, the second concemed conditions
within it. Outside the workplace, model villages, public baths,
recreation clubs, libraries, and other techniques were used to improve
the culture and standards of living of the worker. Within the
workplace, the relationships that the employee had to the activities of
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work - selection, training, working conditions, and standards of
reward — were to be organized to ensure the good health and orderly
habits of the worker. The key figures in this new network were the
‘social secretaries’ or welfare workers. Some acted as extra-mural
visitors to the families and homes of the workers, advising them on
ways of conducting their affairs, managing their budgets, and coping
with sickness or other crises. Others operated within the factories
themselves, watching over health and behaviour, especially of women
workers, in the light of the possibly degrading consequences of the
physical and social conditions of employment upon their health and
morals. Welfare workers thus acted as vital go-betweens, establishing
links between the workplace, the home, and the cultural milieuy,
relaying advice and information, supervising each from the perspective
of the health, hygiene, and morality of the worker.

But this unitary and embracing strategy, based upon the integra-
tion of workers and their families into bonds of social solidarity that
had the workplace as their hub, was isolated and short lived. In large
part the limits on this strategy arose from the way in which, in the
first twenty years of the twentieth century, ‘the state’ extended its
scope to the government of the ‘social economy’. Networks of power
were formed that brought every individual into the view of the public
authorities and their field of action. From medical inspection of
schoolchildren to aid in the prevention of physical deterioration of the
population, through public health measures directed at the moral and
hygienic conditions of home and family, to compulsory universal
education to moralize and instruct the future workers and citizens, the
responsibilities of rule were extended to embrace positive promotion of
the social good through acting upon the conduct and habits of each
member of the population.4

Many new social devices were invented to connect the quotidian
affairs of citizens with the powers of the authorities. Economic life was
no exception. Since at least the early nineteenth century the sig-
nificance of work for public order had been as important as its directly
economic function - its moralizing effect upon the worker, its capacity
to enmesh the individual in the network of expectations and routines
that make up the social body. Hence the social consequences of the
economic conditions of those outside the wage relation, temporarily or
permanently, were prime objects of social economy. Labour exchanges
were, perhaps, the first technical solution to this linked problem of
economy and subjectivity, aiming to establish not only a free market
in labour for the genuine unemployed, but also to expose the industrial
malingerer to deterrent sanction. Even more far reaching in their
significance were the new devices to safeguard the economic existence
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of workers and their families outside the relationship of individual
worker to particular boss. These were the mechanisms of social
insurance. Social insurance would incorporate into society those
sectors of the population not directly and immediately in receipt of a
wage — the young, the old, the sick and the unemployed - through
establishing a set of direct economic relations between each citizen
and the state. Further, the state would directly intervene as a third
party in the contract of employment between the labourer and the
boss, thus writing a social contract of security into the individual wage
contract. The employee was to be, at the same time and by the same
token, an insured citizen.5

Social insurance, from the first National Insurance Act of 1911 to
the present, institutes a direct relation between the insured citizen and
the state in which both parties have their rights and their duties. This
new relation was intended to enrail a definite reduction in the general
social and political consequences of economic events - industrial
conflict, unemployment, and so forth — by ensuring that, working or
not, citizens became, in effect, employees of society. The significance
of the vocabulary of insurance for the initiators of the schemes was
primarily moral. The relation between contributions and benefits was
political rather than actuarial, in that the amount of each was the
product of a political calculation and the contributions of the insured
person did not so much pay for their benefits as qualify them to receive
them. Nonetheless, the language of insurance was chosen for its
psychological effects, its resonances of ‘security, respectability and
virtuous providence’ were to bind the citizen subjectively into the
obligations of the social order.6

The principle and mechanisms of national insurance led to the
decline or demise of other systems of security for the worker:
Friendly Societies, community- or union-based provisions, or those,
such as the Quaker schemes, based directly on the enterprise.
Further, the wage relation was encumbered by other provisions of
social economy: health and safety legislation and, in some sweated
industries, wages boards to set minimum rates of pay. In the
factory, the office, and the shop, government began to extend itself
to the social bonds of labour. The paths of industrial welfare and
social security bifurcated. While some welfare workers severed their
links with the enterprise and installed themselves in the network
that began to be established between the social insurance system
and the domains of home and work, the ‘industrial welfare workers’
were to integrate themselves into the technology of management
within the physical locale of tae plant. Their destiny was to be
profoundly affected by World War L.
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The economic necessity for the management of the human
resources of industrial life was thrown into sharp relief by the strains
on production imposed by the rate of expenditure of munitions on the
bloody battlefields of France. Most extravagant in its demands was the
Somme front. Almost 3 million rounds of artillery ammunition were
accumulated at the front prior to the battles of 1916, not to mention
the volume of ammunition required to fuel the mechanized and
industrialized lethality of the Maxim machine gun.” Many boys and
women were working up to 70 hours a week; some men worked over
100 hours. The pace and intensity of war work was having effects on
the health and behaviour of munitions workers, and this in its tum
was taking a toll in productivity and efficiency. It was of vital military
importance to discover ways in which these effects might be mini-
mized, and the labour process so organized to maximize efficiency and
minimize fatigue, accidents, and illness.

The issues that had inspired the Quaker philanthropic employers
took on a new significance. Seebchm Rowntree was appointed to
establish a Welfare Department at the Ministry of Munitions, and a
Health of Munitions Workers Committee was set up. While this
committee was disbanded at the end of the war, the concerns that had
animated it remained. It was replaced by a new Industrial Fatigue
Research Board, ‘to consider and investigate the relations of hours of
labour and other conditions of employment including methods of
work, to the production of fatigue, having regard both to industrial
efficiency and to the production of health among the workers.’® This
board was later placed under the auspices of the Medical Research
Council and collaborated in research with the Department of Science
and Industrial Research. The nature of this concern with the
productive body can be gathered from the kinds of reports the board
produced on hours of work and ventilation in munitions and tinplate
factories, on efficiency and fatigue in the iron and steel industry, on
the speed of adaptation to different hours of work, on the effects of rest
pauses, and on individual differences among operatives in the cotton
industry, as well the investigations it conducted on the causation of
industrial accidents and the principles of time and motion study and
vocational guidance.?

These early studies of industrial fatigue, by and large, construed the
worker as a physiological apparatus whose attributes were to be
analyzed, calculated and adjusted to the design of work - lighting, rest,
pauses, bench layout and so forth - in order to minimize fatigue and
maximize efficiency. But by the 1920s it became apparent that fatigue,
inefficiency and accidents were not explicable in purely physiological
terms. ‘The physiological factors involved in purely muscular fatigue’,
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wrote C.S. Myers, ‘are now fast becoming negligible, compared with
the effects of mental and nervous fatigue, monotony, want of interest,
suspicion, hostility, etc. The psychological factor must therefore be the
main consideration of industry and commerce in the future.'10 In the
inter-war years these psychological factors were to become the basis of
a new matrix of relations between economic regulation, management
of the enterprise and psychological expertise. The organizing institu-
tion of this matrix was the National Institute of Industrial Psychology
under the direction of Charles Myers.

Myers was an exemplary figure in the British psychology of the
inter-war years.!! While a pupil of W.H. Rivers at Cambridge, he had
accompanied him and fellow pupil William McDougall on A.C.
Hadden’s 1898 expedition to the Torres Straits, a turning point in the
attempt to use scientific techniques in the study of ‘man’. After
completing the Natural Sciences tripos at Cambridge and qualifying in
medicine, Myers returned to Cambridge where he became director of
the Psychological Laboratory in 1912. His interests ranged from music
to experimental psychophysiology and the role of psychology in
practical problems; his pupils included virtually all the central figures
in British psychology in the inter-war period: F.C. Bartlett, Eric
Farmer, C.A. Mace, W.J.H. Sprott, R.H. Thouless, C.W. Valentine,
and many more.

During World War I Myers left Cambridge and ‘proceeded on his
own initiative to France in October 1914 to do what he could to help
the war effort’.12 He was soon appointed psychological consultant to
the British forces in France, where he virtually coined the term ‘shell
shock’. After supplementing his services to the military with advice on
sound localization techniques in submarine detection, he was
appointed to co-ordinate psychological work in neurological centres for
shell-shock cases. Crucially, like so many others, he became con-
vinced of the key importance of psychoneurotic factors, not only in
shell shock, but also in mental inefficiency in general.

As late as 1930 Myers was asserting his opposition to behaviour-
ism by stating that ‘the fundamental subject matter of psychology is
conscious experience, not conduct’.13 But it was precisely ‘conduct’
that was to come to concern him, and lie at the heart of the ‘human
factor’ technologies that he and his co-workers were to invent and
promulgate from the National Institute of Industrial Psychology:
personality assessment, aptitude testing, vocational guidance, staff
selection, work study, personnel management, training and much
more. In 1918, Myers had given a series of lectures on Present Day
Application of Psychology with Special Reference to Industry Educa-
tion, and Nervous Breakdown, where he argued for the establishment
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of ‘institutes of applied psychology in each of our largest cities’. Urged
on by leading industrialists, supported by virtually the entire caucus of
British psychologists from Cyril Burt to Susan Isaacs (then Brierley),
and funded by Rowntree, Cadbury, Cammell Laird, and the trustees of
Camegie and Rockefeller, the National Institute of Industrial Psy-
chology was the outcome. Established under his direction in 1921, it
was to carry out fee-paying work for public and private organizations
and individuals. But it would also proselytize for a new way of
thinking of the relations between human subjectivity and organiza-
tional life.14

At the National Institute of Industrial Psychology, Myers and his
colleagues addressed the problems that were now becoming standard
fare - fatigue, industrial accidents, ‘lost time’ - but they propounded a
view of the nature of the productive subject, the origins of industrial
discontent and the role of industrial psychology that related the
subjectivity of the worker to the demand for productivity in a new way.
The worker was neither a mindless brute nor a psycho-physiological
machine, but an individual with a particular psychological make-up in
terms of intelligence and emotions, with fears, worries, and anxieties,
whose work was hampered by boredom and worry, whose resistances
to management were often founded in rational concerns, and whose
productive efficiency was highly dependent upon sympathy, interest,
satisfaction, and contentment. If this were the case, Myers argued:

it becomes the function of the industrial psychologist not merely to
investigate methods of payment, the movements of the worker,
and the length of hours of his work but also to attempt to improve
the mental make-up of the worker, to study his home conditions
and to satisfy his native impulses, so far as they are satisfiable
under modemn industrial conditions where, despite longer educa-
tion and increasing culture, industrial specialization tends to
reduce him to the status of a small wheel working in a vast
machine, of the nature of which he is too often kept in complete
ignorance, and towards which consequently he is apt to develop
apathy or actual antagonism.!5

The subjectivity of the worker was to be opened to knowledge and
regulation in terms of two notions which were central to psychological
thought and strategy in the period after World War I: individual
differences and mental hygiene.l¢ Firstly, workers differed among
themselves, not merely in intelligence but also in emotional makeup,
and these differences had important industrial consequences. Farmer
and his colleagues had shown, for example, that liability to accidents
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could be predicted by a study of individual psychological characteris-
tics.!” Hence there was no ‘one best way’ to organize production,
suitably for all tasks and workers. It was a question, rather, of fitting
the job to the man and the man to the job. The worker, that is to say,
was to be individualized in terms of his or her particular psychiological
make-up and idiosyncracies, the job analyzed in terms of its demands
upon the worker, and human resources were to be matched to
occupational demands. Vocational guidance and selection would
adjust recruitment to work through a psychological calculation of
suitability, movement study and analysis of periods of rest and work,
the design of tasks and materials and so on, would adjust work to the
psycho-physiology and psychology of the worker.

Second, the human being was not to be analyzed in terms of a
superficial analogy with a piece of engineering machinery, and to be
degraded to a servile mechanism of management - such an attitude
was not only bound to produce an entirely rational antagonism from
the worker, but was also based on faulty psychology. The worker
had a complex subjective life that needed to be understood if
industry was to truly take account of the human factor. The terms
of this understanding were derived from ‘the new psychology’. The
subjectivity of the worker was the outcome of the shaping of
instincts by forces and constraints in early family life; the conduct
of the worker was to be explained through the relationship between
the personality so formed and the industrial surroundings in which
work took place.!®8 Adjustment, that is to say, required the
successful resolution of conflicting instinctual forces and their
harnessing to the particular requirements of social and industrial
life. And the corollary was that social and industrial inefficiency and
unhappiness were the outcome of failures of adjustment of the
internal life of the individual to the external reality in which he or
she lived and worked - in short, they were the outcome of
maladjustment.

In work the individual sought not merely financial returns but
gratification of the particular pattern of instinctual wishes and
desires that comprised their unique character or temperament. It
was through the satisfaction of these instincts and the matching of
work to temperament that workers would be induced to give of their
best. Hence the worker was not to be forced to work against his
will, but to be encouraged by removing the obstacles and difficulties
that prevented him from giving the best to his work. The worker
was certainly not motivated purely by financial incentives. Men may
continue to work when they are rolling in wealth; they may
continue to loaf while they are well nigh starving from poverty.
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At least as important, then, as methods of payment is the mental
atmosphere of the works, that character of which is largely dependent
on management and leadership on the one side, or loyalty and
comradeship on the other, and on the satisfaction of each worker’s
instincts and interests, which are by no means confined to what
money will buy him or her outside the factory.!?

But not all problems could be resolved by judicious adjustment of
the mental atmosphere of the workplace, or by fitting the man to the
job. Some individuals had become maladapted as a consequence of the
formation of their temperament in early life. Such maladapted
individuals were both personally unhappy and socially inefficient.
Maladaption led to social discontent, industrial inefficiency, and
individual neuroses; if untreated it could even result in delinquency,
crime, and full-blown insanity. At work, unconscious conflicts,
unsuccessful repression of thwarted instincts, and unexpressed emo-
tions could be found at the root of many industrial problems.
Psychoneuroses, that is to say, were at least as important as rest
pauses, posture, illumination and the like. The question of industrial
efficiency was, at root, one of mental hygiene — the diagnosis and
treatment of the minor mental troubles of the manager or the worker
before they produced major and disabling problems; the promotion of
correct habits in light of a knowledge of the nature of mental life; the
organization of the factory itself so as to minimize the production of
symptoms of emotional and mental instability and enhance adjust-
ment.

Myers characterized bad managers in terms of their psychodynam-
ics. The egotistical emotional type reacts not to situations but to the
emotions that they arouse in him, is therefore apt to be unjust, lacking
in balanced criticism, producing anxiety or indifference in his workers.
The over-anxious manager is always grumbling and finding fault,
depressing subordinates and denying them pleasure in their work. The
manager with absorbing interests or absurd prepossessions also
produces a bad state of discipline, for when workers pander to his
whims they tend also to pander to their own. A psychotherapeutics of
management was necessary for selection and for cure.

But more crucial, perhaps, was the problem of the maladjusted
worker. By 1927 Eric Farmer and others were clear that industrial
inefficiency was not simply a question of individual difference, it was
rooted in mild psychoneuroses. ‘Telegraphist’s cramp’, for example,
was merely one among other manifestations of such minor mental
disturbances in the worker. The maladjusted worker lacked self-
confidence, felt ill at ease with people, was frightened by authorities,
and was anxious about unrealistic events. Under conditions of



70 THE PRODUCTIVE SUBJECT

telegraphic work such a worker would develop the disorder of
telegraphist’s cramp, but this was only a symptom of the psychoneuro-
sis. Not merely explanation but also prophylaxis, prevention and cure
for worker inefficiency, appeared possible through the application of
psychological knowledge to industrial problems.

In ‘human factor’ psychology, the worker was no longer conceived
of as a set of psycho-physiological capacities and reactions, but as a
subjective being with instincts and emotions. But while the mental
hygienists talked in terms of the mental atmosphere of the factory and
the emotional relations between workers and managers, the focus of
their techniques was upon the maladjusted individual, upon efficient
allocation of manpower through selection and vocational guidance,
upon identifying the characteristics of the normal worker in contradis-
tinction to the neurotic, upon treatment and prophylaxis of psycho-
neuroses. Developments in the United States, amplified by another
experience of war, would place the inter-subjective relations of the
workplace at the heart of the psycho-technology of industry.

In the United States, too, the maladjusted worker had been
discovered.20 Maladjustment, it appeared, was at the heart of
dissatisfactions expressed in ways ranging from petty jealousy,
through lack of cheerful co-operation, poor work performance, tired-
ness, irritability, distractibility, nausea, abnormal fears, and neuroses
to labour agitation. It was estimated that half of the annual cost of
labour tumover to industry resulted from emotional maladjustment,
and that the effectiveness of about half the labour force was impaired
by emotional maladjustment requiring investigation and treatment.
However this concentration on the maladjusted worker and the
industrial misfit in the United States was accompanied by a rather
different way of linking the subjective world of the worker with the
demands of production, construed not in terms of the individual but of
the group. It came to be identified with the writings of Elton Mayo and
the notion of ‘human relations’ 2!

Mayo had initially been concerned with the body as a psycho-
physiological mechanism - the effects of rest pauses and the condi-
tions of the workplace upon fatigue, accidents and labour tumover.
But the conclusions he drew from the long series of studies of the
Hawthome Works of the Western Electric Company conducted
between 1923 and 1932 were to provide a new language for interpret-
ing the links between the conditions of work and the efficiency of
production.22 What was now of significance was neither the objective
exigencies and characteristics of the labour process — levels of light,
hours of work, and so forth - nor even the maladjustments and
psychoneuroses of individual workers, but the human relations of the
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enterprise; the informal group life that made it up, and the subjective
inter-relations which comprised it.

Productivity, efficiency and contentment were now to be under-
stood in terms of the attitudes of the workers to their work, their
feelings of control over their pace of work and environment, their
sense of cohesion within their small working group, their beliefs about
the concern and understanding that the bosses had for their individual
worth and their personal problems. This was not simply a matter of
drawing attention to a complex domain of informal organization in
any plant that existed in tension with its formal organization. It was
also that a range of new tasks emerged to be grasped by knowledge and
managed in the factory.

On the one hand, the subjective features of group relations had to
be rendered into thought and made amenable to calculation. The
device used here was the non-directed interview. The Hawthome
investigations, for example, involved some 20,000 interviews whose
initial purpose had been to obtain objective information. But their
value, as the studies progressed, appeared to be very different: they
provided, rather, a way into the emotional life of the factory, the
emotional significance of particular events in the experience of the
worker. Thus complaints could be analyzed into their ‘manifest’
content and their ‘latent’ content, distinguishing their ‘matenal
content’ from their ‘psychological form’; they were not ‘facts in
themselves’ but ‘symptoms or indicators of personal and social
situations which needed to be explained’.23 One could thus get at the
thoughts, attitudes, and sentiments among workers, foremen, supervi-
sors and so on that gave rise to problems, dissatisfactions, and
conflict. As we have seen in a previous chapter, these devices were to
have a far-reaching significance, beyond the world of the factory, in
rendering the subjective features of social and national life thinkable
and governable.24 The analysis used by the theorists of human
relations construed the emotional life of employees in terms analogous
to those used by British human factor psychologists, but located these
personal sentiments within a new perception of the workplace as a
social organization. The factory was a pattern of relations between
those in particular organizational positions, symbolized through social
distinctions, embodying certain values and expectations and requiring
delicate interpretations among all involved. Problems arose, then, not
only as a result of individual maladjustment, but also where these
values came into conflict with one another, or where the social
equilibrium was disrupted by management seeking to impose changes
without recognizing the sentiments and meanings attached to the old
ways of doing things. Given that the management were predominantly
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moved by the logic of cost and efficiency, while the workers tended to
operate in terms of the logic of sentiments and the inter-human
relations of the plant, it was no wonder the two so often came into
conflict.

But once they had been conceptualized and studied, these subjec-
tive features of work could themselves be managed to promote
organizational harmony. The interviews and surveys of workers
themselves had a role here, for the airing of grievances was often
therapeutic in itself. But more generally, the task for management was
to manage the enterprise and change within it in light of a knowledge
of the values and sentiments of the work force, and to act upon these
so as to make them operate for, rather than against, the interests of
the firm. Personnel workers had a key role here, not only in
documenting values and sentiments, but also in working out plans in
light of them, advising supervisors, and diagnosing problems of the
group and individuals within it. ‘Communication’ became a vital
instrument for realigning workers’ values with management objec-
tives, through explaining the situation, clearing up misunderstand-
ings, and allaying fears and anxieties. Personnel workers also had a
role in counselling individual workers about their difficulties to assist
them in adjustment to the social organization. By such techniques
management could create the internal harmony that was the condi-
tion of a happy and productive factory. The minutiae of the human
soul - human interactions, feelings, and thoughts, the psychological
relations of the individual to the group - had emerged as a new
domain for management.25

The network of interpersonal relations that constituted the group
within the workplace came to accrue a significance that went
beyond work. On the one hand it could satisfy the needs of the
individual for human association, and have a direct relation not
only upon productivity and efficiency, but also upon mental health.
On the other hand it had a social function. Increasing division of
labour had fragmented the ties of solidarity that bound individuals
together; the state was too distant from individuals to bind them
into the life of society at the level of their individual consciences;
hence the working group was a crucial mechanism for dragging
otherwise isolated individuals into the ‘general torrent of social
life’26 From Mayo to the present day, the social significance of
employment and unemployment, its function for individual health
and social solidarity, was to be cast in this subjective form.

Before and during World War II, British management thought
came to accept the economic advantages of fostering the loyalty of
employees through human relations styles of management: the
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emphasis on the need for the integration of the worker, on the social
functions of group relations, on the effectiveness of participative
managerial leadership.2’ As the challenge of trade unionism to the
power relations of the workplace began to recede after the General
Strike, fundamental questioning of the authority of management was
consigned to political extremes. Management came to represent itself
as an expert profession, and to claim that it was not capitalist
discipline but industrial efficiency that required skilled managenal
control over the process of production. The legitimacy and authority of
management were to depend not only upon its basis in practical
experience, but also upon a scientific knowledge that would cast this
experience within the framework of technical rationality. And to
manage rationally one now required a knowledge of the worker.

The language and techniques of human relations were thus one
element in the managerial claim to a specific knowledge base for its
expertise. They also underpinned the argument that management was
independent of the simple interest the boss had in maximizing profit.
Management could represent its authority as neutral, rational, and in
the worker’s interest. In return for the acceptance of such authority by
workers and their representatives, the worker would be treated
equitably, justly, honestly, fairly. The language and techniques of
human relations allowed British management to reconcile the appar-
ently opposing realities of the bosses’ imperative of efficiency with the
intelligibility of the workers’ resistance to it, and to claim the capacity
to transform the subjectivity of the worker from an obstacle to an ally
in quest for productivity and profit.

In the inter-war years in Britain, the human relations role of
management intersected with developments along a rather different
path along which the subjective commitments of the worker were to
be incorporated within the objectives of the firm. Crucial conditions
for this development arose as a consequence of World War 1. In 1917,
in response to a series of strikes in industries vital to the war effort
that were thought to be fuelled by Marxists and other subversive
political elements, especially in the Shop Stewards Movement, Lloyd
George had established the Industrial Unrest Commissions ‘to remove
justifiable reason for unrest’.28 The urgency for some measures to
restore industrial concord was highlighted by the success of Bolshe-
vism in Russia and the rising tide of government crisis and militant
working-class struggle in Germany and France. Industrial politics was
rapidly transforming, as intellectuals and politicians of the Left
debated nationalization and workers’ control, and skilled and white-
collar workers increasingly sought unionization and affiliation with
the TUC and began to envisage campaigns of direct action.
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Whitley Councils, which had originated in a reconstruction sub-
committee chaired by ].H. Whitley, sought to provide just such a
reconstitution of industrial harmony. They were to be ‘composed of
representatives of employers and workers in each industry’; were
intended to discuss everything — not just wages and conditions, but
participation, job security, technical education, and improvement of
management - ‘affecting the progress and well-being of the trade from
the point of view of those engaged in it, as far as this is consonant with
the general interests of the community’.2%

The problem that had to be resolved was two faceted. On the one
hand, how could certain features of the national economic situation be
controlled and harmonized without threatening the private ownership
of the enterprise and the economic autonomy of the boss? Whitleyism
could accomplish this through voluntary agreement to arbitration
schemes and the adherence of industries and firms to decisions made
through joint discussion. On the other hand, how could the worker be
integrated into the enterprise while leaving intact the basis of
authority within it? Such considerations underpinned the deliberate
separation between these mechanisms and the established machinery
of collective bargaining.

While the take-up of Whitleyism among employers was not
particularly enthusiastic, there was some extension of works council
schemes, and these often paid lip service at least to ideas of industrial
democracy and joint control. As management sought to establish itself
as a third element intervening between the owner and the worker that
was not to be identified with the interests of capital, Whitleyism
seemed an element consistent with its vocabulary of democratic
control, social responsibility, and humanitarianism. But this concep-
tion of the managerial vocation was in decline by the mid-1920s.
Whitleyism itself had proved somewhat of a disappointment. Com-
monly management would use works councils to talk about produc-
tion problems, while workers made more or less rude suggestions as to
what should happen to the foreman.30 As unemployment grew and
industrial militancy subsided, the philanthropic and humanitarian
conceptions that had infused management thought with themes from
Quakerism, liberalism, and socialism began to give way to the notion
of management as a specialized form of neutral scientific expertise.
More and more came around to Sidney Webb’s point of view that
‘Under any social order from now to Utopia management is indispen-
sible and all enduring.3! Whitleyism fell into decline, the joint
councils that survived became not so much mechanisms for sharing
control as instruments of industrial welfare, managing contentment
through symbolizing the values of communication and participation.
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With the increasing concentration of industrial activity over the
1920s and 1930s, the growth of new industry and the increase in size
and complexity of plants, policies for the management of the human
relations of the firm began to appear necessary to many large
corporations, no longer for ethical reasons but to minimize industrial
disharmony and maximize efficiency. Gradually, during the inter-war
years, welfare workers extended their concerns from issues such as
selection, the education of young workers, working conditions, first
aid, and groups, to embrace all these new aspects of management that
concerned the well-being of the employee and its relation to the
organization of the workplace. The Welfare Workers Association,
founded in 1913, was to become the Institute of Labour Management
in 1931. It was to be further transmuted, in the 1940s, into the
Institute of Personnel Management.

The events of wartime were again to provide crucial conditions for
the development of new rationales and technologies for the govern-
ment of the individual. For the demands upon industry imposed by
total war were to force a consolidation and generalization of the
networks of power that linked the duties of government, the objectives

of business, and the techniques of management with the subjectivity
of the worker.



7  The Worker at War

There existed, so to speak, an implicit contract between govern-
ment and people; the people refused none of the sacrifices that the
government demanded from them for the winning of the war. In
return they expected that the government should show imagination
and seriousness in planning for the restoration and improvement
of the nation’s well-being when the war had been won.!

W. Hancock and M. Gowing, 1949

Historians have waxed lyrical about the new political contract opened
between government and citizen during World War 11 and its positive
implications for post-war social and economic reform. Those of a
radical persuasion have taken a less favourable view, tending to see the
wartime experience as a crucial phase in the growth of ‘corporatism’ in
British politics. In the ‘contract’ for wartime production, argues Keith
Middlemas, one observes the marshalling of business through employ-
ers’ organizations, the working class through the elite of the trade
unions, and the government through ministers and civil servants into
agents of a managerial state. Such corporatism, it is argued, operates
not according to doctrines of parliamentary sovereignty or those of
irreconcilable conflicts of class interests, but by a technocratic logic
committed to unquestioned objectives of efficiency, rationality, and
productivity.2 The critical function of the notion of corporatism is
certainly valuable - it debunks the political fictions of constitutional-
ism on the one hand and class struggle on the other. But it tends to
obscure what was being positively constructed in these events — the
elaboration of a new rationale of government, a new way of formulat-
ing the tasks of public authorities, a new way of conceiving and
regulating the links between the citizen and his or her productive
activity.

When Emest Bevin was appointed Minister of Labour by Churchill
in May 1940, he set himself a threefold task:

to meet the needs of the forces and raise productivity speedily and
efficiently to its maximum capacity by the full use of each citizen;
to help men and women to tolerate the efforts they were called on
to make; and to safeguard the rights of the individual as far as
possible.3
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The government of production was both direct and indirect. By
1943 the Ministry of Supply was the country’s largest employer. Its
42 Royal Ordnance factories had 300,000 employees. But the
Ministry of Labour under Bevin also took powers over manpower in
private industry of an unprecedented scope: to mobilize and control
the recruitment of labour, to determine wages irrespective of the
wishes of employers, to reduce excess profits via taxation, to prevent
strikes. Conciliation machinery sought to ensure faimess in the
wages and conditions of employment of workers in controlled
occupations and to resolve disputes without strikes and lock-outs.
While voluntary collective bargaining remained, a National Arbitra-
tion Tribunal became the final court of appeal. Essential Work
Orders sought to limit labour turnover by controlling the conditions
under which a worker could be dismissed or leave, but which
introduced in return a series of restrictions on the authority of the
boss for which unions had long been campaigning: minimum
periods of notice for dismissal, minimum wage levels for employees,
conditions of employment of a level established centrally, and
satisfactory arrangements for welfare and training.

The objectives of this enhanced involvement of political
authorities in the productive life of the nation were straightforward
- the construction of the machinery of warfare such as tanks,
planes, ships, weapons and the like, the maintenance of supply of
material, and the production of the necessities of life on the home
front. But the mode of government it entailed was novel. A
manpower policy was required to ensure the most effective
allocation of human resources to the various branches of the war
effort in the fighting forces and in the factories. Maximum efficiency
and productivity needed to be maintained, over a long period
without deleterious effects on the physical or human resources of
production. Interruptions to the production process by strikes,
disputes, lock outs, illness, labour turnover, absenteeism, or slacking
had to be minimized. And all this had to be done in a manner that
maintained morale at home and did not infringe the principles of
liberty and democracy upon which this morale depended.

The techniques deployed in each of these areas were not new,
but their interlinking in a coherent programme transformed each,
and established the conditions for the emergence of a new
conception of work and its regulation in the post-war period. On the
one hand, the issue of the welfare of employees became, as it had in
World War [, a matter of national military importance. In his
annual report of 1941 the Chief Inspector of Factories put the
matter thus:
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In recent years, it has been increasingly appreciated that the welfare
of employees implies attention not only to their physical comfort
but to their mental and psychological make-up also and that
accordingly good personnel management in an establishment is the
primary object to be aimed at.4

The wartime strategy transformed this appreciation into a set of
statutory requirements and devices surrounding the relations of
employer and employees. The Factory (Welfare and Services) Order
of July 1941 gave the Chief Inspector of Factories powers to secure
medical and welfare services in war factories; pretty soon all matters
concerning the conditions of the worker were concentrated in the
Factory and Welfare Department of the Ministry of Labour. By 1943
the Royal Ordnance factories alone employed 600 labour officers,
and the Chief Inspector of Factories estimated in 1942 that, in
firns employing over 250 people, 5,500 welfare officers were
employed. The contract between employer and employee became, on
the one hand, regulated by public powers; on the other, it required
the attention of expert knowledge deployed by apparently independ-
ent professional agents.

Through an amalgam of political necessity, industrial calculation,
and professional ambition, a new branch of management had come
into existence. As the Institute of Labour Management put it in 1943:

Personnel management is that branch of the management function
which is primarily concerned with the human relationships within
an organization. Its objective is the maintenance of those relation-
ships on a basis which, by consideration of the well-being of the
individual, enables all those engaged in the undertaking to make
their maximum personal contribution to the effective working of

that organization.>

The role and power of the welfare officer were determined neither
by whether the plant was privately or publicly owned, nor by
responsibility to a particular employer, but by a relationship enshrined
in law and conducted under the auspices of specialized knowledge.
Through this new attention to the welfare of the worker, the
workplace, in crucial respects, ceased to be a private domain; it entered
the sphere of government by expertise.

During World War II, these transformed concems for the welfare of
the worker were accompanied by a renewed search for harmony in the
workplace, with the hope of decreasing labour problems and hence
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increasing productivity. This took the form of attempts to integrate
the worker into the enterprise by according him or her a share in the
responsibility of its decisions. The revival of the Whitley strategy of
joint consultation during World War Il was within a programme to
construct a kind of partnership for production at all levels of economic
activity from the plant to that of national economic planning. At the
national level a Joint Consultative Council was set up with representa-
tives of the unions and of employers’ associations, chaired by Bevin.
The Joint Consultative Council became a primary instrument of
government policy, negotiating agreement on such contentious issues
as dilution and procedures for negotiation and arbitration over wages.
‘In political terms’, Middlemas writes, ‘these arrangements created
something close to parity between unions and employers, and elevated
their joint body, the JCC, to the status of an unofficial government
department.’6

This ‘partnership in the national enterprise of war’ at the national
level was paralleled in joint consultative procedures in national and
regional production committees.” Whitley Councils were rehabilitated,
and forty-six new councils were created. Wages boards were extended
to cover the pay of over 15 million workers by the end of the war. At
the plant level, Joint Production Committees spread, initiated in the
Royal Ordnance factories; by the end of 1942 there were 2,000 of these
exchanging views and information on methods of production and
seeking to produce co-operation for greater efficiency. A new relation-
ship between the worker and the activity of production had been
created, overlaying the purely financial exchange of the wage contract.
New layers of responsibilities, obligations, rights, and duties were
being created between the government, the industrialist, and the
working citizen.

Security of the citizen, welfare of the employee, integration of all
actors in production in a joint partnership for productivity, manage-
ment of the human relations of the enterprise in the name of
happiness and productivity — these were the elements of the new
rationale for the government of labour that had taken shape by the end
of World War II. Each of these elements, in their different ways,
sought to forge a link between the subjectivity of the worker and the
activity of production. Work was to be more than merely a contractual
relationship between the individual and the employer, in which the
former suffered the pains and deprivations of labour in exchange for
the wage, and the latter sought to extract the maximum profit from a
worker viewed as a mere function in the labour process. Work was the
means by which the individual achieved a relationship with society at
large, and entered into the bonds of social solidarity and mutuality. In
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work, the same relation was to obtain as in the polity at large - no
longer antagonistic and irreconcilable opponents, the worker and the
boss would go forward together in a partnership of production.
Democracy had extended itself to the workplace.



8 Democracy at Work

Is the psychological nexus between the industrial worker and his
production, broken by modem industrialism, to remain forever
shattered? Is there no way of providing the workingman with new
status, new dignity and what is perhaps most crucial, new
responsibility, without destroying the ultimate supremacy of com-
munity needs?... [As] the actions of the Labour government
demonstrate, the subordinate status of the worker is not a product
of any particular form of industrial ownership; the worker’s status
is inherent in industrial technology and an interdependent
economy.... Will the worker ultimately become as discontented
with his status under socialism as he is under capitalism?... Or will
British socialists develop methods, such as the widespread use of
consultative devices, that will integrate the workingman psycho-
logically into the productive process without weakening the ulti-
mate control of the community over economic policy? On the
answers to these questions, it is no exaggeration to say, the
prospect of social peace in Western Europe may well depend.!
Robert Dahl, 1947

Democracy, productivity and contentment — in the years following the
end of World War II in Britain it appeared that these three values
could be fused together in a new way of thinking about and organizing
work. The experience of the war, together with the knowledge and
practices of the pre-war years, appeared to give the lie to the belief that
there was an antithesis between the pleasure of the worker and the
productivity of the enterprise. The worker’s interest in work was more
than merely that of maximizing wages and minimizing the severity of
labour in terms of effort and hours. Through work, the worker
obtained psychological and social benefits: fulfilment and a feeling of
belonging. And as a corollary the productive worker was one who felt
satisfied and involved in work. Hence the bosses’ interest in the
labourer should not be restricted to the technical organization of the
labour process, and the establishment of effective systems of com-
mand, authority, and control. It had to encompass the happiness of
the worker, the human relations of the enterprise.

A policy for the transfer of ownership from the private sector to the
state did not itself address the problems of the human relations of the
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workplace. In the first place, there was no immediate prospect of
public ownership of all industry. In the second place, as debates within
the Labour party in the inter-war years revealed, there was a clear
opposition between those who saw public ownership as a mechanism
for national economic management by government and those who saw
it in terms of control of the organization by those who worked within
it. And the political argument had been won by those who saw
socialism as a means of economic planning? Even the TUC, after
some controversy, came to adopt such a position. Its Interim Report
on Post-War Reconstruction, published in 1944, proposed workers’
control for the regulation of private industry, but opposed it for public
industry, in order to allow the continued operation of the trade union
as the means of representing the workers’ interests.3 After Labour’s
election victory, control of coal and transport was vested in boards of
experts, with no particular provision for either worker representation
on the board, or for consultation with trade unions concorning their
composition. It seemed that the status of the worker in a democracy
must be addressed through different mechanisms.

In the post-war years the growing band of occupational psycholog-
ists capitalized upon the lessons of wartime. One message of the
wartime experience, built upon especially by the National Institute of
Industrial Psychology, stressed the efficient allocation and utilization
of human resources - fitting the man to the job and the job to the man
by vocational guidance, systematic selection and promotion proce-
dures, job design, equipment design, and so forth. Such psycho-
technologies for the management of the human factor could now draw
upon the new respectability conferred upon psychology and psycho-
logists by the war, and upon the new techniques that had been
developed. Psychologists now had at least some authoritative approval
and a range of more effective devices in their toolbags for calibrating
character and mathematizing potential. Intelligence tests, projective
tests, aptitude tests, factorized personality tests, and so forth were all
advocated with enthusiasm.4

But alongside these old individualistic methods of selection, the
ex-wartime psychologists began to promote the application of their
group techniques in civil life, and a small number of self-consciously
‘progressive’ firms adopted them. Unilever was a key locus for the
industrial development of these techniques, employing Ronald Har-
greaves of the Tavistock wartime group in a series of initiatives,
beginning with the use of the procedures of the War Office Selection
Boards for recruitment and development of managers.5 The psycho-
logy of group relations elaborated its theories around the new language
of the workplace: solidarity, morale, leadership, communication,
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attitudes, the primary group, motives and purposes. It was not simply
that certain sorts of work experience caused sickness in the worker.
Nor was it simply that industrial inefficiency — low productivity,
absenteeism, accidents, rapid labour tumover — stemmed from the
lack of mental hygiene in the factory. It was also that certain ways of
organizing work were conducive to mental health, to industrial
efficiency, to social adjustment and to social democracy. This psycho-
logy of the worker as a social subject was explicitly fused to a radical
project for transforming the conditions of labour and the authoritative
relations of the workplace in the name of ethical principles, political
beliefs, industrial efficiency, and mental health.

It would be misleading to see these post-war debates over the
organization of work as ‘objectively’ about different ways of soft-
soaping the labourer into docile acceptance of exploitation and
alienation. What was at issue was the proper relations that ought to
obtain between employer and employee, between leader and led,
between manager and worker, in a democracy. In the first place the
worker was, after all, a citizen inside as well as outside the workplace.
But, in the second place, pleasure in work, and productivity of work,
were fundamentally linked to the stake that the worker felt he or she
had in the enterprise of work — the goals of the company, its products,
and its decisions. Democratic styles of leadership, communication,
and consultation within the enterprise and so forth were of signific-
ance not only because of the values they embodied, but also because of
their consequences for efficiency and productivity, through the links
they established between the feelings and aspirations of the worker
and those of the enterprise.

In the aftermath of World War I, government concern with
industry, and the arguments concerning the role of mechanisms of
participation and consultation, had centred upon the risk of
industrial strife if not insurrection. In the aftermath of World War 11
the focus was a problem that appeared more narrowly economic —
productivity. As Jim Tomlinson points out, interest in joint
production committees was already declining at the end of the war.6
Attention in the labour movement was directed towards other
economic issues, such as nationalization and full employment. The
organizational base of joint production committees was weakened by
the disruption of their strongholds in the munitions and engineering
industries, as the focus of production switched from war supplies,
and the wartime labour force was replaced by demobilized
servicemen. And indeed, the economic crisis of 1947 appeared to
result from the difficulties of full employment. If there was little
possibility of firms recruiting more labour, and if they could not
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spur their labour force to greater efforts with the threat of dismissal,
how was productivity to be increased? To this question the new
social psychology of industry appeared to promise an answer.
Stafford Cripps, who became prominent in economic policy mak-
ing in 1947, had already shown his enthusiasm for the new science of
work by establishing the Production Efficiency Board in 1942 when
Minister of Aircraft Production.” And in 1947 the National Joint
Advisory Committee, which had taken over from the Joint Consulta-
tive Council in 1946, recommended to employers and unions that
joint production committees should be set up on a voluntary, advisory,
and industry-by-industry basis for the regular exchange of views
between employers and workers on production questions.8 Cripps, as
‘supremo of the production drive’, construed the link between produc-
tivity and joint production in psychological terms.® It was in these
terms that the Human Factors Panel of the Cabinet Committee on
Industrial Productivity was conceived - to advise on how research on
human factors in industry could help to increase productivity.!0 The
chairman of the panel was Sir George Schuster, himself the author of a
book entitled Christianity and Human Relations in Industry; among
the projects sponsored were studies of the role of the foreman and of
joint consultation undertaken by the National Institute of Industrial
Psychology, and of human relations in one company, carried out by
Elliot Jaques for the newly founded Tavistock Institute of Human
Relations - the famous Glacier Metal studies, to which I shall return.
Enthusiasm for these attempts to establish industrial harmony
through techniques of joint consultation was certainly muted, as far
as the parties to it were concemed.!! Employers resisted the notion
that productivity was a function of such structures and the
implications which they held of workers’ control and a political
challenge to managerial authority. Unions, while more enthusiastic,
were anxious lest such arrangements cut across their traditional
pre-eminence in representation and bargaining. The Ministry of
Labour, unlike Cripps, saw joint consultation principally in terms of
good industrial relations rather than productivity; they were
reluctant to speed its growth through compulsion for fear of
upsetting the existing industrial relations system. But despite the
relatively slow growth of joint consultation mechanisms over the
1950s, a self-consciously ‘new’ vocabulary had been forged for
describing the enterprise, its problems and possibilities, and the
rationale for its government. The writings of management theorists
- Urwick and Brech on the Hawthome experiments, Northcott on
personnel management, Munroe Taylor on foremanship - were
joined by more directly psychological works — in particular those of
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J.A.C. Brown, G.R. Taylor, and R.F. Tredgold - to proselytize for a
new image and a new style of management, and a new conception
of the worker.12

As far as the psychologists were concerned, this new perception of
the enterprise resulted from the merging of the language and analysis
of the mental hygiene movement, with its concern for the positive
mental health of the worker, with the human relations picture of the
organization as a network of sentiments, attitudes, meanings and
values. Brown'’s Social Psychology of Industry, published in 1954 and
reprinted ten times in the 1950s and 1960s, was probably the most
influential example of this new British approach to the subjectivity of
the worker.13 Brown adopted much of the vocabulary of human
relations, but gave the notions of attitude, sentiment, and group life an
explicit conceptual foundation in the American social psychology of
Gordon Allport, Kurt Lewin, J.L. Moreno, Muzafer Sherif and others,
and in the sociology of the Chicago School.

What this meant, first of all, was that ‘the unit of observation is the
social relationship rather than the individual’.14 The primary group
was not a mob. When well integrated, its actions were likely to be
disciplined and controlled, and to be logical in relation to the situation
as that group perceived it. It was to this group that the worker would
give his loyalty; if he felt the interests of the firm to clash with those of
the primary group ‘no amount of propaganda or pleading or “disci-
pline” will cause him to develop feelings of loyalty towards that
firm’.15 While the formal structure of the enterprise had some
importance, the informal working group was the main source of
control, discipline, and values of individual workers. To manage the
individual worker thus required, first and foremost, management
through the informal group.

For the worker enmeshed in his or her working group, work was
not a simple financial necessity, his or her need for work and relation
to it did not begin and end with the wage packet. The notion of a
‘Protestant work ethic’ was misleading; work played a vital role in the
mental life of the individual, a source of satisfaction as much as
frustration, of self-realization as much as self-denial. As Taylor put it:

we must consider the factory not so much as a place where things
are produced as a place in which people spend their lives: an
environment for living.... The work situation meets many basic
human needs in a way which no other situation can approach. If
the factory runs into trouble it is because it has created a work
situation which frustrates these needs.... In short, the problem
with which we are faced is the humanization of work.16
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To consider work in human terms revealed what would spur the
worker to high output or lead him or her to slack. Not physical
conditions themselves, such as lighting and ventilation, nor organiza-
tional arrangements per se, nor even financial rewards. It was social
rewards, personal contentment, and the sense of belonging that were
crucial here, not objective conditions themselves but the workers’
attitudes to those conditions:

The concept of attitude postulates a hypothetical mental structure
in order to explain what goes on between stimulus and response,
what causes the stimulus to be experienced in the way that it is.
When, for example, the employees in a certain department show
resentment because they have seen two supervisors talking to-
gether, it is obvious that their response cannot be fully explained in
terms of the objective stimulus. It must be assumed that they have
an attitude of suspicion towards management which makes them
feel in such a situation that they are being discussed and adversely
criticized.!7

Hence for the British social psychologists of industry, like their
American counterparts, the attitude or morale survey was not just a
technique of social research, it was a powerful new device for
management. It could uncover sources of irritation among employees
at an early stage to enable them to be put right. The opinions
expressed could be used when policies were being formulated, changes
made and innovations such as new worker amenities planned; and the
‘mere fact that opinions and resentments can be expressed in this way
acts as a safety valve which, even in a factory with rather poor morale,
may drain away such resentment’, though it would of course be wrong
to use this mechanism unless it was intended to do something
constructive about any grievances that were revealed.!8

The internal world of the factory was becoming mapped in psycho-
logical terms, and the inner feelings of workers were being transmuted
into measurements about which calculations could be made; the
management of the enterprise was becoming an exercise in the manage-
ment of opinion. !9 Consent to management could be produced through
the adoption of the correct techniques of circulation, presentation, and
discussion of information. And it was in the financial interests of
management, as well as part of its social responsibility for the creation
of high productivity and low industrial conflict, to create the right
attitudes, the right atmosphere, the right culture.

Attitudes could be governed in two ways: communication and
leadership. The concept of communication opened up the semantic
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life of the enterprise for investigation and regulation. The worker did
not exist in a realm of brute facts and events, but in a realm of
meaning. In the same way as low productivity could often be traced
not to physical conditions but to the workers’ feelings about such
conditions, so much discontent could be traced not to the actual
decisions and actions of management, but to the meanings they had
for workers. Hence the ‘wise manager should hesitate to criticize
unless he has asked himself whether he has treated his employees
fairly and whether he has taken the trouble to explain the situation
fully to them and allowed them to discuss it fully with him’.20

This was not just a matter of formal channels of communication.
Humans search for the meanings and intention behind messages, so
‘an order, however unpleasant, and even hated, is not resented if the
situation is seen to necessitate it; whereas even a reasonable order may
be bitterly resented if it is thought to give expression to a feeling of
contempt’2! In the absence of explanations, workers imparted their
own meanings to such events as alterations in pay, changes in working
practices, staff re-deployment and so forth, and often put the worst
interpretation upon them. To cater for this need for meaning, the
misunderstandings and failures of communication that were so often
at the root of industrial strife needed to be minimized by establishing
mechanisms for the flow of information. The flow needed to be two
ways, both downward, to make clear the intentions and objectives of
management, and upwards, to make known to managers any actual or
potential causes of industrial discontent. The foreman came to be seen
as the crucial junction in the information network between the shop
floor and the boardroom.

The foreman was crucial, too, for the second way of managing
attitudes: leadership. Low productivity, high absenteeism, accidents,
and labour turnover were rarely the product of the individual person-
alities of workers; if they were, how could one explain the way in
which they affected one plant but not another? No, the worker who
idled in the day was the same person who dug their allotment without
stint in evenings and weekends - their poor working performance did
not emanate from their inherent laziness or inefficiency. But social
psychology had shown that the style of leadership, of the managers,
supervisors and foremen, was crucial, for this could create or destroy
the atmosphere of common purpose and high morale upon which
productivity depended. Brown, for example, drew on Lewin, Lippitt,
and White’s pre-war experiments on leadership styles in boys’ clubs.
The effects of leadership operated irrespective of the individual
personalities of leaders or led. While autocratic leadership produced
aggression or apathy and laissez faire leadership produced chaos,
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democratic leadership produced not only feelings of loyalty and
belonging but also the most work of the highest quality. Democratic
leadership was not only good ethics, it was also good psychology and
good business.22

The new social psychology of industry thus promised an astonish-
ing transformation of industry, reducing friction and increasing the
technical efficiency of production in terms of the numbers of hours
contributed by a given labour force as well as output per man hour:

It is probably not too much to say that Britain could expand her
national income by one-half within five years without any addi-
tional capital investment if such methods were universally
adopted. ...

And none of this at the cost of driving the employee harder: on
the contrary, the ordinary worker would certainly be freer and
happier. Indeed these two things are inseparably connected. It is
the frustrated and driven worker who is most likely to strike or
restrict output. It is precisely by working to remove these pressures
and frustrations that the desired result is to be achieved. The
paradox of industry is that if you simply aim for higher output, you
get neither output nor contentment. If you work for personal
happiness and development of the employee, you get this and
output too.23

The enterprise thus became a microcosm of democratic society,
with the need for respect for the feelings and values of the individual,
with the focus upon the interdependency of leader and led, with the
emphasis upon communication up and down the power hierarchy and
the management of opinion. The new human technologies of subjec-
tivity aligned the management of the enterprise with images of the
enlightened government for which the war had been fought and the
values of freedom, citizenship, and respect for the individual that had
underpinned victory. Democracy walked hand in hand with industrial
productivity and human contentment.

This new perception formed the matrix for a host of psychological
investigations of industry during the 1950s and 1960s. In addition to
the large general literature along human relations lines, we can
roughly separate out three other lines of investigation.

The first was a concern with the mental health of the worker. This
focused upon the interrelationships between morale, fatigue, sickness,
neurosis, and industrial accidents. In the immediate aftermath of war,
Fraser had concluded, from a survey of 3,000 workers in light
industry, that there was a 10 per cent incidence of disabling neurosis,
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and further 20 per cent incidence of minor neurosis, and that neurosis
was responsible for up to one-third of absence due to sickness. And
these figures did not include the loss of efficiency consequent on
neurosis prior to breakdown.24 Tredgold was not alone in concluding
that ‘These figures sound a clear challenge to a country the survival of
which is constantly said to depend upon its power to produce.’25 But it
was not simply ‘a question of deciding whether a worker has neurosis -
it is whether he is at his maximal mental health, happiness or
efficiency, or a fraction below it’.26 The elimination of neurosis
becomes just one part of a more general project of striving for the
positive mental health of the worker.

At one extreme this concern was linked to the older attempts to
elaborate a psycho-physiological science of work. Psychologists work-
ing along these lines remained both distant and somewhat skeptical of
the enthusiasm of human relations, while continuing the themes of
the wartime research on the sensory and informational capacities of
humans. Thus F.C. Bartlett, Donald Broadbent, and others in
Cambridge continued to work on vigilance and attention in vision and
hearing, work deriving from the wartime problems of continuous
scanning of radar screens.?’” Radar also produced the problem of
decision making on the basis of probabilities in conditions of
uncertainty. Bartlett’s work on the relations between skill and fatigue
developed into K.].W. Craik’s conception of the human operator as an
engineering system. Mackworth’s work on the effects of environ-
mental stress on tasks requiring vigilance brought stress into psycho-
logical focus as a versatile means of conceptualizing the linkages
between environmental, psychological and physiological processes.
Thus psychologists pursued the goal of fusing the psychological and
sensory capacities and peculiarities of human workers with the
technical design of equipment to produce an optimally productive and
efficient labour process. Ergonomics or human engineering was to
become a routine aspect of the design of the production process.

At the other extreme this concem with the mental health of the
worker merged into another, which we might term a psychoanalysis of
the organization. The most significant proponents of this work were
the group associated with the Tavistock Institute of Human Rela-
tions.28 In the period immediately following the end of the war, a
number of those who had operated the new group techniques for
selection, resettlement, and therapy in the military sought to apply
their experience and expertise to the problems of a peacetime
community. Funded by the Medical Sciences Division of the Rocke-
feller Foundation, they established the Tavistock Institute of Human
Relations, and when the Tavistock Clinic became part of the National
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Health Service in 1947, the Institute established itself as a separate,
non-profit-making association. From its inception, the Institute was
closely linked with Kurt Lewin’s Research Centre for Group Dyna-
mics, which transferred in 1947 from the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology to the University of Michigan. From 1947 onwards
Lewin’s group carried out a series of studies funded by the US Ofﬁge of
Naval Research into the links between morale, teamwork, supervision,
and productivity — studies inspired by the Harwood experiments,
which had appeared to show that employees’ resistance to change
could be overcome if they were involved in its planning and execu-
tion.29 With the Research Centre the Tavistock founded a quarterly
journal, Human Relations, whose defining characteristic was the
application of social science expertise from a range of disciplines —
psychiatry, psychology, sociology and anthropology - to the practical
problems of group life.

A psychoanalytic version of human relations came to define the
Tavistock approach. Industrial problems from labour turnover,
through low productivity and industrial accidents, to absences at-
tributed to physical and neurotic illness could all now be analyzed
within a single framework: the psychodynamic relations of the group
and the ways in which these played across the psychodynamics of the
individual. One significant theme deployed Melanie Klein’s concepts
of paranoid and depressive anxiety in analyzing the pathologies of
group life. Thus labour turnover, absence and accidents were all forms
of unconsciously motivated withdrawal from the work situation. But
these would not readily respond to the anodyne recipes of much
human relations optimism, for they were rooted in the ways in which
difficulties of relations in the work situation called up all sorts of
anxiety and hostility that had developed in the earliest years of the
individual’s life. Only a few exceptionally well adjusted individuals
would be able to cope without some form of withdrawal. Different
group relations, different phases in working life, and different social
roles would trigger personal anxieties in different ways. These diffi-
culties could be analyzed and overcome, but only by working in a new
way upon the subjectivities of all employees, from the highest reaches
of management to the lowest labourer.

Tommy Wilson stated the new rationale in his introduction to t.he
report of the research project on the Glacier Metal Company carried
out by Elliot Jaques:

[Flirst, that each one of us, in the course of development, has
painfully worked out a set of assumptions as to what is real and
what is important in determining our behaviour; secondly, that
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these assumptions give meaning to our lives and offer some
protection from fear and uncertainty; and, thirdly, that even
personal attempts to modify such deeply-rooted assumptions
arouse anxiety and resistance which can only be overcome by
serious psychological effort. Finally, under certain definable condi-
tions - particularly those of professional work dealing with
practical human and social problems - the need to overcome a
difficulty, that is, the need for change, may offset anxiety and
resistance to both assess and change, and permit first-hand
observation of important areas of behaviour.30

Despite the fact that the Institute carried out some seventy projects
in its first four years, its concerns predictably came to be dominated by
the issue of productivity. The Glacier Metal study was one of the
programmes funded by the Human Factors Panel. Joint consultation
was its initial focus, though as the work developed stress came to be
laid on conflicts of roles and statuses as underlying determinants of
many organizational difficulties, on the significance of confusions in
powers and responsibilities, and so forth. In his later works Jaques
would develop his ideas into a full-scale theory of bureaucracy, and a
new set of proposals for equitable linkages between pay and work by
means of an assessment of the levels of discretion attached to
particular jobs. But what is more important here is the mode of
intervention into the enterprise that was developed in this research.

The psychoanalysis of the organization entailed, first of all, a new
role for the expert that combined research, consultancy, and therapy.
The research team investigated a problem at the behest of the
organization, it worked with the organization, but it was the organiza-
tion itself that had to find its way to change. What soon became clear
was that many of the apparently maladaptive confusions of role
actually had psychological functions. ‘Role confusion’, argued Jaques,

is an unconsciously motivated defence to which individuals have
recourse in order to avoid the anxiety produced by disjunctions
between their personalities and the demands of the roles they carry.
If this picture of role confusion is correct, one must expect that the
task of obtaining flexibility in organizational structure will be
hampered by strong opposing forces.3!

Group work enabled the psychological relations of the organization
to be opened for attention in a new way, and these opposing forces to
be overcome by the process of ‘working through’. The researcher
produced psychoanalytic interpretations to the group in order to
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increase its insight and capacity for change. It became clear, in many
cases, that the apparent problem about which the organization was
concerned was only a symptom of a deeper difficulty. For example,
meetings between representatives of management and workers at
Glacier kept straying off the point and came to naught, apparently to
the intense frustration of everyone involved. The cause was relation-
ship problems that had to be resolved before the wage question could
be tackled. The workers were deeply suspicious of management,
management feared that workers’ representatives would behave
destructively, the whole department feared domination from higher
up, workers’ representatives distrusted one another, and there was no
unity on the shop floor. The apparent side issues that frustrated
discussion of the wages problem had unconscious functions — the
parties were actually testing each other out. Interpretation by the
researcher, while initially resulting in denial or projection, eventually
allowed working through. Working through by group discussion and
interpretation built upon the constructive forces within individuals
and the organization. As a result of a successful analysis the factory as
a whole could become more flexible and healthy.32

Jaques himself left the Tavistock to join Glacier Metal as an
independent consultant; it was Eric Trist, together with Ken Bamforth
and A.K. Rice, who coined the concept that was to mark the next
phase in the Tavistock initiative: that of the socio-technical system.
The introduction into the coal mines of the so-called longwall system
of working, modelled on mass production techniques in industry, was
not producing increased productivity without problems. Instead it
appeared to be accompanied by all sorts of difficulties in working
relationships and in personal health. For Trist and Bamforth these
problems were intelligible; they could be interpreted in terms of the
group.33 Their initial ideas were framed principally in terms of Lewin's
field theory, and based on their observations of a new way of group
working that had been introduced at Elsecar colliery, where Bamforth’s
brother-in-law was pit manager. This ‘all-in’ method, according to the
older miners, reawakened the old work traditions that had been lost in
the new ways of working. The autonomous working groups it involved
appeared to threaten both managerial prerogatives and union practices
and beliefs. But, for the Tavistock reearchers, the implications of not
recognizing their significance were stark. The informal groups that
had arisen out of the disruption of the small, primary work groups that
characterized the earlier methods of coal mining were often manipula-
tive in character; they led to a range of other ‘symptoms’ such as
reactive individualism, mutual scapegoating, and compensatory ab-
senteeism. The reconstruction of autonomous working groups not
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only reawakened the group relations that had characterized the lost
traditional ways of mining; they also held within them the secret of a
much more general transformation of work.

The National Coal Board initially hesitated both about the research
and about the new methods of working. But political concern about
the effects of the new organization of coal mining mounted, and by
1953 Trist was funded by the Department of Scientific and Industrial
Research to direct a programme of research into the organization of
work in the mines, though still encountering coal board resistance.
What was distinctive about the concept of a socio-technical system
that was developed in these studies was the way in which it overlayed
a meticulous dissection of the labour process, its stages, divisions and
relations of command, with an equally fine-meshed network of
intra-psychical, inter-individual, and inter-group forces, tensions,
conflicts, and anxieties. Trist and his colleagues thus claimed that the
technology did not determine the relations of work - there were social
and psychological properties that were independent of technology.
Hence organizations could choose how tasks should be organized to
promote the psychological and social processes that were conducive to
efficient, productive, and harmonious relations. The analytic proce-
dure could, as it were, be reversed to conceptualize and construct the
details of a labour process that would be in line with both technologi-
cal and psychological requirements.

It was not merely that a new language was being formulated for
speaking about the internal world of the enterprise, factory, plant,
mine, or hospital. It was rather that the microstructures of the
internal world of the enterprise (the details of technical organization,
roles, responsibilities, machinery, shifts, and so forth) were opened to
systematic analysis and intervention in the name of a psychological
principle of health that was simultaneously a managerial principle of
efficiency. Through the conception of the autonomous working group,
it became possible to fuse together technical requirements, managerial
imperatives, and psychological mechanisms. The group would provide
a technological mechanism through which the subjectivity of the
individual could be integrated into the objectives of the organization.

With hindsight we may feel that this concern with the human
relations of industry was naive in its denial that conflicts of interest
in the working relation derived from macro-social and macro-
economic conditions outside the workplace, and its belief that
psychological maladjustments or psychodynamic problems underlay
accidents, unrest, and low productivity. But to dismiss these authors
as witting or unwitting servants of power would be to lose sight of
the new images, values, and ethics of work they were seeking to
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forge, and of the new politics of work they explicitly sought to
inaugurate.

When the Glacier Project stressed the importance of material and
psychological contracts between individuals or representatives in order
to reduce ambiguity, clarify boundaries and maximize the chances of
harmonious relations at work, it did so in the name of a constitutional
form for the employment relation, which would enshrine the values of
equity and justice in the organization of work.34 Other social psycholo-
gists of industry shared some of these goals. Thus Brown urged a
policy of decentralization for democratically run enterprises; with the
Tennessee Valley Authority and Unilever as examples, he argued that
large organizations should be broken into units of a size consistent
with the social psychology of the group, with powers of decision vested
to a large extent in those in each plant.35 Taylor also sought to forge an
image of work consistent with the values of democracy. The real basis
of industrial democracy, he argued, is the ‘grassroots democracy’
established by effective communication, appropriate managerial atti-
tudes, and so forth, ‘compared with which the much advertised
democracy of the consultative committee, and the even more tenuous
satisfactions of ownership by public boards, are of insignificant
importance’.36 Hostility of unions to management merely institution-
alized the dichotomy between them and hampered the progress
towards a life of self-fulfilment at work based upon genuine co-
operation.

Reconstruction of the internal world of the factory was thus linked
to reconstruction of the economy and society at large. If work was a
fundamental human experience and was vital for the satisfaction of
human needs, if the group experience of working life was a fun-
damental element in the satisfaction of such needs, if the large
concemn, whether private or state controlled, would continue to exist,
if the formal ownership of a factory by state or individual did not alter
the basic properties of its internal environment, if management was a
specialized function and therefore hierarchies of authority were
inevitable, what organization of work was consistent with both the
imperatives of productivity and efficiency and the ethics of humaniz-
ation, faimess, justice and democracy? For almost two decades in
Britain after the end of World War II it appeared as if psychology held
the answer.
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[There is| a set of industrial relations ‘problems’ from consider-
ation of which the arguments of virtually all advocates of reform

begin. ...

(i} The strike problem: the increase from the later 1950s onwards
in the frequency of unofficial and unconstitutional strikes in all
major industries except mining.

(ii) The restrictive practices problem: the relative inefficiency in
labour utilization in British industry, traceable in some important
part to over-manning, rigid job demarcation, the systematic control
of output and other forms of work regulation upheld by groups of
rank-and-file employees with, or more often without, the official
support of their unions.

(iii) The wage- or earnings-drift problem: the uncontrolled upward
movement of earnings, and thus of labour costs, which results from
bargaining at plant level producing increases in earnings much in
excess of those which would follow simply from increases in

nationally negotiated wage rates.!
John Goldthorpe, 1974

The link between democracy and productivity, between justice and
contentment, began to be displaced in the Britain of the 1960s. The
problems of production came to be posed in a new way, in the context
of the development of strategies for the rational and systematic
regulation of the national economy in the interests of national
productivity. The solidaristic relations of the enterprise came to
appear as either irrelevant or counter-productive to the pursuit of
industrial efficiency. What was necessary for economic health, it
appeared, was the reconstruction of the rational relations between pay
and production, and the reconstitution of proper relations of authority
and responsibility in the life of the workplace. Management needed to
be skilled, to be organized on the basis of a knowledge of the particular
requirements of different production processes, to be structured by
clear principles of hierarchy and responsibility, and to operate accord-
ing to explicit and agreed objectives. In this new rationality of
production, the psychologists of work would find a different role,
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providing a vocabulary and a technology for rendering the labour of the
worker visible, calculable, and manageable, enabling it to be integrated
into the rational economic calculus that was now to be the fulcrum of
the relationship between the employee and his or her working life.

By the late 1950s, human relations were already ceasing to define
common sense for most British researchers into work. The early
studies which the National Institute of Industrial Psychology carried
out for the Human Factors Panel had analyzed foremanship and joint
consultation in the familiar terms of human relations: autocratic
versus democratic leadership, the centrality of feelings and attitudes,
the atmosphere of the firm, the need for a sense of common purpose,
the centrality of the foreman in linking workers to the firm, the direct
relation of all this to production.2 The Human Factors Panel ceased its
work in 1953, but it was succeeded by two separate committees under
the joint auspices of the Department of Scientific and Industrial
Research and the Medical Research Council, but funded by American
‘Conditional Aid’. The Committee on Human Relations in Industry
was concerned with such issues as incentives, management organiza-
tion, technical change, production, and industrial education. It in-
cluded among its members Tommy Wilson of the Tavistock Institute
of Human Relations, Aubrey Lewis of the Maudsley Hospital, and
Nancy Seear, who had worked with the production efficiency board of
the Ministry of Aircraft Production before going to lecture on
personnel management at the London School of Economics. The
nineteen projects it supported ranged from Tom Bums’ study of
change and adaptation in industry at Edinburgh, through Tommy
Wilson’s comparative study of mining systems at the Tavistock, to
Richard Titmuss’ investigation of the effects of the mother’s employ-
ment on family life - a theme to which we will retumn in a later
chapter. When the committee submitted its final report in 1957 it
suggested that, while ‘human relations in industry cannot be judged
solely on the extent to which they affect productivity’ and ‘work in
industry should satisfy other than purely economic needs’, ‘since
improved industrial efficiency is a widely accepted social objective’, it
should remain an important object of study.3 The link between
productivity and human relations, which had for a time seemed so
clear, was becoming rather difficult to formulate.

The sister committee, on Individual Efficiency in Industry, was
chaired by Sir Frederick Bartlett, and included James Drever and C.B.
Frisby, then director of the National Institute of Industrial Psychology.
Its projects ranged from studies on equipment design and working
conditions to factors influencing learning and training and industrial
engineering. But it also funded Frisby to undertake a study of the
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adjustment of the individual to the job. And this study seldom found
the links proposed by the doctrines of human relations between events
in the inner world of the factory and such indices as labour turnover
and absence. [t was, rather, in the outer economic world that the key
influences were to be found, in particular in the levels of local
unemployment.# By 1960 even the author of an American book
entitled The Human Side of Enterprise, Douglas McGregor, was to
base his argument on a rejection, not a reactivation, of human
relations philosophy:

It has become clear that many of the initial strategic interpretations
accompanying the ‘human relations approach’ were as naive as
those which characterised the early stages of progressive education.
We have now discovered that there is no answer in the simple
removal of control - that abdication is not a workable alternative to
authoritarianism. We have leamed that there is no direct corre-
lation between employee satisfaction and productivity. We recog-
nize that ‘industrial democracy’ cannot consist in permitting
everyone to decide everything, that industrial health does not flow
automatically from the elimination of dissatisfaction, disagree-
ment, or even open conflict. Peace is not synonymous with
organizational health; socially responsible management is not
coextensive with permissive management.5

It is thus not surprising that when the Ministry of Labour
published the third revised edition of its Industrial Relations Hand-
book in 1961, its previous exhortations concerning the importance of
goodwill, integrity, mutual confidence, and the responsibility of
management for the well-being of each individual were dropped; the
personnel manager was now merely an advisor to the board and to
management.6

The 1960s and early 1970s did not seem propitious for those who
hoped that psychology could make its contribution to the efficiency
and humanity of the workplace. A British textbook written at the end
of this period goes so far as to speak of a ‘moral and professional crisis
in occupational psychology. The attacks on the image of work and the
worker that had been proffered by human relations thinkers came
from a number of different directions. But despite their incom-
patibilities they combined to undercut the truth claims of its language
and analyses. Radicals and socialists criticized its managerial orienta-
tion, its justification of managerial manipulation of the worker, its
denial of conflict in the workplace, and its repression of differences in
power and distinctions of interest. Psychologists and sociologists
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criticized the methodology of the research and the logic of the
arguments that had grounded the doctrines. Research evaluations
appeared to show that there was no evidence for the propositions of
human relations, and that its strategies were ineffective: supervisory
training programmes had had little effect back in the factory, there was
no consistent relationship between type of supervision and levels of
morale or productivity, and employees could gain as much satisfaction
at work by defiance of managerial rules as by involvement with them.8

The image of economic man that human relations appeared to
have laid to rest was now resurrected. It appeared that industrial
workers did not, after all, seek ‘social’ rewards in work or look to the
organization to provide a sense of belonging. Monetary rewards,
systems of payment, promotion opportunities, and other ‘traditional’
factors were now reinstated as determinants of employee behaviour
and opportunities for management. Even the Hawthome findings
themselves could be reinterpreted, it seemed, in the old-fashioned
terms of financial incentives, firm leadership, discipline, and the
pursuit of economic interests, which were now to be revived.?

It appeared that industrial relations were a function of factors far
removed from the atmosphere of the workplace; the psychological life of
the enterprise no longer formed the matrix for all analyses of its problems
and their resolution. For some, it was the technology of the manufac-
turing process that was most important; for others, the crucial variables
were size and relations with other organizations. !0 But either way, it was
these non-subjective factors that determined the frameworks of
discipline and control in the factory, the human relations it manifested,
and the types of managerial authority it required.

The worker was also discovered to have a life and a culture
outside work. Sociological investigations relocated the worker in a
set of activities, values, and priorities that derived from whether he
or she lived in town or country, from religion, ethnicity, age, class,
and such like. Additionally the worker was influenced by such
factors as the conditions of the labour market, the demand for the
products being fabricated, and the strength of unionization. The
internal world of the factory was recast as a domain within which
oppositions of interests, beliefs, and values that came from
elsewhere were played out, and where behaviour answered to
imperatives that lay outside the factory walls.

As far as the task of managers was concerned, the informal norms
of the workplace and the solidarity of the workers no longer appeared
to be a boon that could be used to increase productivity and efficiency;
once more they were construed as obstacles to achieving formal
organizational goals. In the series of official papers and reports on the
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problems of British industry during the 1960s, these themes deter-
mine the analysis: the detrimental effects of solidarity, the problems
engendered by technical organization of production, the consequences
of the organization of economic incentives, and the links between the
values of the enterprise and the outside world.!! The powers of
employers and trade unions to regulate industrial relations in an
orderly manner, to negotiate centrally over pay and conditions, and to
produce a mechanism for rational economic management were under
threat. The threat came from the rise of the shop stewards movement
and the custom of workplace bargaining. These informal and plant-
based agreements encouraged over-manning, irrational demarcation,
the use of overtime to boost pay levels, and practices that were
detrimental to industry. They resulted in the sacrifice of productivity,
profitability, and adaptability in the name of peace within the plant, in
the face of the solidarity of informal groupings of workers and the
weapon of the unofficial strike. Control had slipped from managers to
shop stewards, bonuses and overtime eamings had virtually severed
the link between pay and effort or efficiency. Managerial weakness,
combined with full employment, had produced the chronic sluggish-
ness of British industry and our lack of international competitiveness.

Whatever the solution was, it could not be derived from the
doctrines of human relations, which encouraged and applauded
precisely the plant-based solidarities that were at the root of the
problem. According to the Donovan Report, whatever the advantages
of the growth of shop stewards and workplace bargaining, the
disadvantages were acute:

[The] tendency of extreme decentralization and self-government to
degenerate into indecision and anarchy; the propensity to breed
inefficiency; and the reluctance to change. All of these charac-
teristics become more damaging as they develop, as the rate of
technical progress increases and as the need for economic growth
becomes more urgent.!2

The problem for the management of production was to re-
articulate the informal structure of the enterprise with its formal
structure, and hence to reassert order, rationality and the discipline of
collective bargaining over the industrial relations of the workplace.
This rearticulation was not to be achieved by law, but through the
activities of competent managers reasserting their authority on the
basis of rational structures and technical skills. Incentive schemes
were to be controlled, hours actually worked were to be regulated, job
evaluation was to be used to rationalize pay differentials, restrictive
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work practices were to be bargained away, and the link was to be
re-established between pay and performance. For if economic incen-
tives were now to be seen as a central determinant of industrial
behaviour, economic planning and managerial authority alike required
that leapfrogging and special pleading should be avoided and that pay
differentials should be regulated according to scientific criteria.!3

Not that this was a new task for occupational psychologists and
personnel managers, but it was a task that acquired a new political and
industrial salience. Work study had actually been introduced to Britain
in the 1930s by the US firm of Bedaux; the initial response of the
unions had been industrial action. Nevertheless, the consulting firm
of Urwick Orr had been set up before World War II with, as its staple
fare, the installation of systems of payment by results on the basis of
work study. By 1959 the British Standards Institution was issuing a
standard glossary of terms used in work study. There was work
measurement, which sought to establish the time for a qualified
worker to carry out a specified job at a defined level of performance.
And there was method study, which sought to calibrate and record
existing and proposed ways of doing work as a means of developing
and applying easier and more effective methods of reducing costs.!4

In the 1960s and 1970s personnel managers were to become
experts in industrial relations and manpower planning, forecasting
requirements, debating systems and philosophies of payment, imple-
menting schemes for the rationalization of wage differentials and the
appraisal of performance; simultaneously occupational psychologists
were to be increasingly called upon to provide the technical expertise
and scientific credibility for the new economic calculability of the
workplace. Payment by results, job evaluation, work study, measured
day work, productivity bargaining, and so forth became candidates for
this re-calibration of reward. New systems were devised, research
undertaken, professional opportunities burgeoned, consultancy and
employment flourished. The labour of the worker was to be made
inscribable, calculable, and manageable through the application of
technical expertise.

The post-war image of the workplace as a nexus of psychodynamic
group relations was not completely erased. A network of research
centres, conferences, and training activities was taking shape that
would translate the doctrines of group dynamics into a series of skills
that could be taught to all those who held managerial positions in
organizations; skills that would not only help them manage better but
also make them better persons. The two key nodes in this network
were the National Training Laboratory in the United States and the
Tavistock Institute for Human Relations in Britain. The Research
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Centre for Group Dynamics of the Institute of Social Research at the
University of Michigan, under Lewin’s direction until he died in 1947,
had developed the training group, or T-group, as a method of revealing
the dynamics of small groups experientially to participants, by
conducting these under the guidance of specialists in specially
structured meetings or ‘laboratories’. The method arose out of one
strand in the post-war American social-psychological conceptual and
practical assault on prejudice. The Connecticut State Inter-Racial
Commission asked Lewin to conduct research and train leaders in
combatting racial and religious prejudice. In the conference that
followed the staff apparently discovered ‘the role of direct feedback to
people of information on the way they have been behaving, as observed
and interpreted by an experienced and impartial outside person’.15 The
T-group method, which was formalized out of this insight, provided a
technology and a vocabulary through which participants could render
inter-subjectivity into thought and make it manageable, leamning to
examine

assumptions, expectations, attitudes and goals, and to project
themselves into the roles of others in order to gain a measure of
objectivity and detachment in considering their own ways of
relating to others. The assumption is that increased insight will
lead to increased competence in leadership and in obtaining
cooperation from others.16

T-groups were thus more than merely instrumentally advant-
ageous to their participants; they effected a fundamental transforma-
tion in their ways of speaking about and relating to others, they made
them more insightful people at the same time as they made them
better managers. Hence the enthusiasm arose not only from firms
wishing better leaders and managers, but from individuals wishing to
master these new techniques of the personal and interpersonal self.
The methods were institutionalized in the National Training Labor-
atory in Group Development at Bethel, Maine, in 1947, and spun off
into allied institutions such as the Westemn Training Laboratory of the
University of California, and Arden House in New York City. By 1957
over a thousand people - executives from industry and government;
members of the armed forces; people from the churches, trade unions,
and educational organizations; community leaders; and academics -
had passed through the Bethel training sessions.!” In Britain they
attracted the interest of a range of parties. The European Productivity
Agency was keen to arouse European interest in improved methods of
industrial training modelled on the US examples. Academics at
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Leicester University were keen to develop a residential course in group
dynamics for social workers. Approached from these sources, and with
further interest aroused from the British Institute of Management, the
Industrial Welfare Society, the Ministry of Labour and National
Service, the National Coal Board, Esso Petroleum, and the Council of
the Church Training Committees, the Tavistock Institute of Human
Relations established the first of a series of Leicester Conferences in
group relations.

These conferences were to continue throughout the 1960s and the
1970s. Despite the change in the overall climate of industrial and
management thought in Britain, they were to attract participants from
industry, civil service, churches, prisons, child care organizations, and
academia. Their methods combined the concepts of Lewin’s T-groups
with those of Bion’s leaderless groups, under the conceptual auspices
of Tavistock psychoanalysis. Thus groups would meet without any
external task to be done, but with ‘the specific task of examining the
kinds of feelings and attitudes that arise spontaneously, these feelings
and attitudes being those which each individual brings to any group
situation, or which develop within it in dependently of whatever the
external task may be.’18 The role of the consultant to these study
groups was to interpret group forces and processes to the participants,
to produce a ‘culture’ within which such aspects of social life are
noted, rendered into language, and re-incorporated into the modes of
self-evaluation, self-presentation and social competence of the mem-
bers. Thus they will become ‘more tolerant and understanding of the
emotional aspects of the groups within which they work - and of their
own ‘personal equations’ as members of those groups’ and ‘more likely
to mobilize the positive forces which lie within them’.!?

Management now appeared to require not only that managers and
leaders understand and utilize the psychological forces of those whom
they directed, but that they transform their own modes of personal
existence in order to be adequate to wield responsibility and to lead
effectively. Such processes could not, however, be merely imposed on
them by their bosses, nor were they simply devices to ensure their
legitimacy and advancement. They were to become a part of the
self-evaluations and self-judgements of each individual. The aspira-
tions of management and the conditions of effective functioning at
occupational tasks had been fused with the pathway of the individual
to self-awareness.20



10 The Production of the Self

The possibility of self-actualization in work means a shift away
from the idea that management has to offer certain kinds of
extrinsic rewards (e.g. financial and social ones) ... in exchange for
work. Instead, the rewards are to be found in the work itself. The
manager is therefore concerned primarily with making the work as
interesting and satisfying as possible and arranging for it to have
meaning for the individual worker. This will mean a constant effort
to discover what has meaning and challenge for a particular worker
and the attempt to introduce this into his work situation. More
than ever, the manager becomes a facilitator providing for the
employee a path to self-fulfillment through work.!

Peter Ribeaux and Stephen Poppleton, 1978

Over the past decade the most powerful images of the economic
functions of the citizen have decisively altered. The old economic
ethics, the much vaunted ‘Protestant work ethic’, had proclaimed a set
of values for the worker in which hard work was a moral, personal, and
social good, where dedication to labour was to be maintained and
gratification deferred, and where a stable pattern of expectations over a
working life was ensured by the reasonable certainty of continued
employment in a single industry, rising wages, and a predictable life
cycle of youthful independence, marriage, and family. But such an
ethic is out of kilter with the obligations that are now accorded to the
citizen in social life and work.

The primary economic image offered to the modern citizen is not
that of the producer but of the consumer. Through consumption we
are urged to shape our lives by the use of our purchasing power. We are
obliged to make our lives meaningful by selecting our personal lifestyle
from those offered to us in advertising, soap operas, and films, to make
sense of our existence by exercising our freedom to choose in a market
in which one simultaneously purchases products and services, and
assembles, manages, and markets oneself. The image of the citizen as
a choosing self entails a new image of the productive subject. The
worker is portrayed neither as an economic actor, rationally pursuing
financial advantage, nor as a social creature seeking satisfaction of
needs for solidarity and security. The worker is an individual in search
of meaning, responsibility, a sense of personal achievement, a maxi-
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mized ‘quality of life’, and hence of work. Thus the individual is not to
be emancipated from work, perceived as merely a task or a means to
an end, but to be fulfilled in work, now construed as an activity
through which we produce, discover, and experience our selves.

Projects for the reform of work have, once more, tried to align
this image of the individual at work and outside it with the human
technologies for the government of the enterprise. Work itself could,
it appeared, be reformed and managed so that it could become an
element in a personal project of self-fulfilment and self-actualiza-
tion. The reformers claimed, in familiar terms, that if work were
reshaped according to a knowledge of the subjectivity of the worker,
not only would the psychological needs and strivings of individuals
be met, but efficiency, productivity, quality, and innovation would
all be improved.

The imperatives of the new technology, the pace of technological
change, competition from the Third World and Japan, and the
crucial importance of continual stimulation of consumption had all
combined to require that production take as central the values of
adaptability, innovation, flexibility, excellence, sensitivity to con-
sumer pressures and the demands of the market. A revamped
psycho-technology of the workplace could, it seemed, act as a relay
between the new ethics of the producer and these changing
requirements of proaction in the enterprise and in the economy as a
whole. A new psychology of work, and the worker, a new set of
psychological doctrines for managers, and a new breed of psychologi-
cal consultants to the enterprise would burgeon in the attempt to
forge a link between the new imperatives of production and the new
mentalities of the employee.

This revived concem with the management of the productive
subject was to proceed in two dimensions, ideologically opposed but
conceptually compatible. The first was through a reactivation of the
project of human relations as transformed by the Tavistock notion of
socio-technical systems. This was to give rise to a new, international,
and self-consciously progressive politics of the workplace, whose name
was ‘arbetsmilj¢’, ‘humanisierung des Arbeitslebens’, ‘amelioration
des conditions de travail’, ‘humanization of work’, or, more generally,
‘improving the quality of working life’. The second was to take shape
around a new psychological picture of the employee as a self-
actualizing ego whose personal strivings could be articulated into the
organization of the enterprise. This was to be promoted in a new
doctrine of management, located particularly in the United States, in
the largest and most successful corporations, which could be termed
‘the management of excellence’.
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The movement - for it saw itself as that — which went under the
banner of ‘the Quality of Working Life’ or simply QWL, saw the task of
‘humanizing work’ as a ‘priority goal’ of the 1970s.2 The values it
proclaimed do not, at first sight, seem all that novel: security, equity,
individuation, and democracy. But the old language of human
relations was inflected, even radicalized. There was an explicit concerm
with the deleterious social and political consequences of alienation at
work brought about by the dehumanizing industrial culture, and
anxiety about this culture spreading further to the personal services
and even the professions. There was a vision of the advance of
technology, with its possibilities for the destruction of jobs and the
subordination of people to machine on the one hand, but the prospect
of the rosy dawn of a post-industrial society liberated from repetitious
and uncreative labour on the other. Underpinning this were some
profoundly humanistic aspirations. These certainly stressed the vir-
tues of social solidarity provided through work. But they sought to
align these with a new image of the employee as a unique individual
seeking a personal meaning and purpose in the activity of labour.
Hence the need for integration of the dispossessed and powerless into
society, for the autonomy of the worker to be respected in a
democracy, for governments to honour their responsibility for the
welfare of each and all through the provision of legal protections and
social benefits at the macro-level, down to interventions into the
details of workplace organization.

For the promoters of QWL these values were to be realized not in
the form of airy declarations but in the detailed restructuring of
social, economic, political and technical arrangements. Security for
the worker was not a matter of philanthropy but of legally
enforceable rights that would eliminate damaging anxieties over
health, safety, income, and employment. Equity would not only
embrace respect for each person in the organization, but would
remove disproportionate income differentials and unjustified hierar-
chies, through rational evaluations of the contributions of different
workers to the services or product, and even through equitable profit
sharing. Individuation would respect individuals through redesigning
work to maximize autonomy, to allow scope for craftsmanship, to
provide meaning by allowing workers control over their own work.
Democracy entailed arrangements ranging from participatory man-
agement on the one hand to co-operatives, workers’ control and
self-management on the other.

Of course, those who promoted QWL stressed that it would
enhance productivity, efficiency, flexibility, quality and so forth. But
at same time its principles described ‘a system that is constructed to
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optimize the worker's well-being and, correspondingly, that of
society. Such a system would develop in the worker a sense of hope,
activeness and productiveness, alleviating symptoms of discontent,
mental illness and despair.’3 The optimized autonomous subjectivity
of the worker was to be the keystone in an arch spanning the
protection of the social fabric and the revitalization of economic life
at the one end and the reconstruction of the minutiae of technical,
financial and power relations in the workplace on the other.

The sources of this new vision of work lay in Europe, in the
links established between the socio-technical expertise of the
Tavistock Institute of Human Relations and the democratic
corporatist political rationales that became influential in a number
of Scandinavian countries in the 1960s. Thus the Tavistock joined
forces in an initiative with the Norwegian Work Research Institutes,
sponsored jointly by the Confederation of Trades Unions and the
Confederation of Employers, which recommended not a simple
increase in workers’ participation, but a profound democratization of
the workplace in order to improve the quality of working life. In
Norway this strategy spread from five experimental firms to a
project in which a group from the Tavistock sought the redesign of
a whole industry - the Norwegian Merchant Marine.4 The work of
Fred Emery, Eric Trist, and others from the Tavistock Institute of
Human Relations played a key role in bringing together the
initiatives that began to proliferate, on the basis of the Norwegian
examples, into a coherent movement. A network of researchers and
action research centres began to form and stabilize in the
Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark, France, and Ireland, as well as in
the United States. Sweden was at the forefront of the articulation of
democratic corporatism on a national scale, with representatives of
government, employers, and trade unions brought together in an
industrial democracy joint council, experimenting in ways of
reforming work organizations, enhancing workers’ power, promoting
a new role for unions, and establishing new methods of manage-
ment in the interests of democracy, efficiency, productivity, and
equality.>

By the early 1970s the movement was receiving enthusiastic
support not only from researchers, consultants, employers, and
politicians, but also from such radical bodies as the Intemational
Labour Organization. The themes of job enrichment, job rotation,
autonomous work groups, participation and self-management,
design of work systems, and divisions of labour and responsibility
linked the emancipation of the worker to the quality of the product
through a new subjectivity of work. Finding meaning and dignity in
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work, workers would identify with the product, assume responsibil-
ity for production, and find their own worth embedded, reflected and
enhanced in the quality of work as a product and an experience.

However, enthusiasm for the radical version of QWL in England
was largely confined to a few researchers and evangelists; its destiny
was to be reabsorbed into a managerial technology for promoting
worker commitment and contentment. Thus the report of the
Department of Employment, under the title On the Quality of
Working Life, actually arose out of a NATO Committee on the
Challenges of Modem Society, which requested Britain to enquire into
problems of work motivation and satisfaction, and their opposites.
And despite the co-operation of some of the exponents of QWL, the
report written under the guidance of the chief psychologist of the
Department of Employment was, indeed, merely to recycle the
nostrums of human relations in their old form.é

None the less, the 1970s did produce quite a flurry of activity. An
international conference was held in New York in 1972 and an
international council was established to integrate the national ‘nodes’
of the movement into a supportive and expanding network that could
put pressure on government and establish the necessary expertise. A
variety of experts and professionals joined together under the auspices
of this movement for the restructuring of work under the direction of
expertise. Managers, supervisors, and trade unionists were concerned
not merely with working conditions, but with the content of jobs, the
organization of work, and the design of equipment. They were
attracted by the possibility of redesigning production in such a way
that, without diminishing efficiency,

it will take into account the rising proportion of employees who are
seeking, in their work, a decrease in stress or boredom and an
increased satisfaction of such natural needs as a continuing
opportunity to make fuller use of their capacities — and to develop
them.’

Technologists and engineers concerned with automation found a
language in which to promote their designs for new production
systems, including the use of robots, which would modify and
humanize tasks. Systems theorists found new conceptual and practical
allies for their re-conceptualization of organizations as ‘open’ socio-
technical systems of a dynamic character, in which the production
system had to be designed with a recognition of its continuous
transaction with a changing environment and the consequent need for
flexibility. Accountants and economists discovered, in QWL, a further
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argument to support the introduction of new techniques such as social
audit methods and human resources accounting, which would align
their expert role with contemporary values. Doctors and others
preoccupied with the safety and health of the worker in the workplace
and the consequences of work for physical and mental health found a
new impetus for their somewhat unfashionable concerns. And social
researchers, industrial consultants, and specialists in industrial rela-
tions found a new ‘vocabulary for their activities and a new justifica-
tion for their expertise that was simultaneously social, political,
economic, and ethical. The power of the language of QWL to establish
and stabilize a network of thought and action appeared to be manifest
in 1981, when a conference in Toronto on prospects for the 1980s
attracted over 2,000 participants. ‘The academic advocates of QWL
were now vastly outnumbered, by over a thousand managers, two
hundred and fifty trade unionists, and substantial contingents of
government officials and efficiency consultants.’8

Gurus of QWL like Eric Trist were to go so far as to propose a new
philosophy of work, in which people would be considered as a resource
to be developed, not extensions of machines but complementary to
them, not requiring external controls but regulating themselves,
building the conditions for collaboration and collegiality rather than
competition, for commitment and involvement rather than alienation,
for innovation rather than the avoidance of risk, for fusing the
purposes of the organization with those of its members and of society
at large.9 He was not alone in seeing, in the reform of work under the
banner of the quality of working life, the first step in a process where
workers would increasingly come to recognize their own competence
and challenge not only the authority of managers but the very denial of
rights fundamental to capitalist economic relations. !0

But despite its explicit emphasis on union participation and
emancipatory values, the criticisms levelled at human relations
doctrines were redirected at the Quality of Working Life.!! It was
suggested that the schemes had the hidden purpose of inoculating
workers against unionism, that they were only resorted to where
managers had exhausted all other ways of resolving grave financial
problems, and that they disguised an attempt to pacify workers.12
Further, it was claimed that the popularity of these techniques among
managers stemmed from their wish to protect their own status and
authority, to symbolize their own caring and competence, and to
reinforce their sectional claims and legitimacy within the workplace.13

There is more than a germ of truth in these criticisms. But the
significance of the notion of Quality of Working Life was not merely
its capacity to disarm, disguise, and legitimate. It lay, on the one hand,
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in the new image and meaning of work it articulated for workers,
unions, managers, bosses, and politicians trying to programme a
reorganization of work to cope with the ‘turbulent environment’
brought about by technological change, intemational competition, and
the new aspirations of citizens.!4 And it lay, on the other hand, in its
capacity to translate these socio-economic and psychological concems
into practicable programmes for the reform of the technical, financial,
and political microstructure of work. Work was becoming aligned with
a new image of the citizen, and a new mode of government of
economic life was being formulated.

While the language and concerns of QWL were to be reintegrated
into the routine activities of personnel managers and other experts on
work, and routine references made to the Swedish experience, Volvo,
self-regulating working groups, and the like, implementation of the
programme in anything like its full form was limited to a few hundred
organizations in the United States and even fewer elsewhere. The
alignment it sought to forge between the nature, conditions, and
objectives of work and the values of advanced democratic societies, the
economic imperatives of technological change and intemational com-
petition, and the new desires and aspirations of workers would be
articulated in another way. For this explicitly democratic and progres-
sive discourse on the quality of working life turned out to be
surprisingly consonant with a refashioning of the psychological
imperatives of the workplace that came from a very different culture
and conceptual basis - the doctrines of the self-actualizing worker.

In Britain in the 1960s, dissatisfaction with the doctrines of
human relations had been part of a move to rationalize the utilization
of the human resources of industry. In the United States analogous
dissatisfaction with management values of solidarity, security, and
contentment were to be expressed. William H. Whyte’s The Organiza-
tion Man was the most popular account of the transformation in the
ethics of work. Whyte argued that belief in the virtues of thrift, hard
work, independence, property, security, and competition no longer
supplied the ethical basis for the behaviour of those who spend their
lives within the large organization. In place of this Protestant ethic, a
‘social ethic’ had been born. This stressed that meaning was to be
found through the group. It celebrated calm, order, and security within
the organization, it thus directed the individual to fit harmoniously
into the routines of work, to conform and co-operate. The social ethic
fostered adjustment without question, and redefined success in terms
of a safe career, integration with one’s peers, and dependence upon the
company. For Whyte, the psychology of human relations had much to
answer for; it was the scientific counterpart of, and managerial
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justification for this celebration of organizational conformity at the
expense of individual imagination.!5

But on the continent of the ego, the response was not simply to
reinstate a norm for management based upon an image of the worker
as a rational maximizer of financial returns. The worker was to be
managed in terms of a new conception of ‘human nature’ derived from
the writings of Abraham Maslow, Carl Rogers, Viktor Frankl, Eric
Fromm, and others, one that would allow a translation between the
social and cultural values of advanced liberal democracy on the one
hand and the demands of industry on the other.!6 In this new image
the subjectivity of the individual was conceptualized in terms of
motivation, self-direction, and responsibility. Thus Allport’s view of
motivation questioned the belief that the basic need of people was
tension reduction, and Frankl argued, on the basis of work with
concentration camp survivors, that struggling for a goal was indispen-
sible to mental well being. Lewin showed that people had the capacity
to develop aspirations leading to a life of increasing but realistic
challenges; Maslow laid stress on the person as a self-actualizing
being; Rogers emphasized the importance of striving to function fully;
Allport wrote of the importance of ‘becoming’; Bruner discovered the
intrinsic value of striving to grow. And Fromm, Frankl, and others
fused psychiatry and ethics in asserting that responsibility was a
condition of mental health and a good life. Hence, as Argyris put it,
the trend was away from ‘keeping people happy’. Happiness, morale,
and satisfaction were not highly relevant guides to understanding and
managing the relations of individuals and organizations: ‘Individual
competence, commitment, self-responsibility, fully functioning indi-
viduals and active, viable, vital organizations will be the criteria that
we will keep foremost in our minds.'17

Argyris, Victor Vroom, and Frederick Herzberg were perhaps the
formost American expositors of this new perception of the worker.
There were a number of different versions on offer. Vroom stressed the
need for management to motivate the worker through the setting of
clear, attainable, and desirable objectives.!8 Individuals, it was pointed
out, strove to obtain what satisfied them, and were strongly motivated
to do something if they had a high expectancy that it would lead to an
outcome that they valued. In short, their efforts were directed to goals.
If management recognized this simple fact, it could make use of it. It
could make the link between action and outcome clear, and install its
own desired processes as intermediaries between individuals’ motives
and their goals. Hence the personal quest for satisfaction could be
channelled though institutional practices that would produce effi-
ciency, profitability, and adaptability.
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Frederick Herzberg, on the other hand, began by asking what made
people feel good at work.1® Thus he sought to find out what led to
disatisfaction and what led to satisfaction, and argued that manage-
ment should base its actions on the minimization of the former and
the maximization of the latter. Herzberg termed the first type ‘hygiene’
factors. These pertained to such aspects of work as adequate salary, job
security, good working conditions, and so forth. When these were
absent, people became dissatisfied; however their presence alone did
not produce satisfaction. Satisfaction was provided by the motivators.
And the motivators were not physical or material, but psychological.
Interesting work, feelings of achievement, feelings of personal growth,
responsibility, and recognition - these were what made people happy,
these were what motivated them to work at their maximum levels.
Thus management should not be concemed solely with the adjust-
ment of the ‘hygiene’ of the workplace; high commitment and
performance could only be obtained by engaging the individual at the
level of his or her personal psychological motives for self-fulfilment.
Complex and demanding jobs, requiring skill and devolving control,
did not threaten managerial authority. On the contrary, they strength-
ened it by linking the employee with the objectives of the company at
the level of his or her most powerful strivings. The individual would
come to take on the responsibility for advancing the interests of the
company because, at the same time, they would serve to fulfil his or
her own deepest needs.

Similarly, Douglas McGregor attacked the assumptions about
human motivation that were implicit in the traditional conception of
management - that individuals disliked work and needed to be
coerced, controlled, directed and threatened in order to do it, that they
preferred direction, avoided responsibility, had little ambition and
sought security - a combination he characterized as ‘Theory X’. His
‘Theory Y’ painted an alternative image of the worker, as an individual
who wanted to work:

The expenditure of physical and mental effort at work is as natural
as play or rest. The average human does not inherently dislike
work. ... External control and the threat of punishment are not the
only means for bringing about effort towards organizational objec-
tives. Man will exercise self-direction and self-control in the service
of objectives to which he is committed.... Commitment to objec-
tives is a function of the rewards associated with their achieve-
ment. The most significant of such rewards, e.g. the satisfaction of
ego and self-actualization needs, can be direct products of effort
directed toward organizational objectives.... The average human
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being leamns, under proper conditions, not only to accept but to
seek responsibility.... The capacity to exercise a relatively high
degree of imagination, ingenuity and creativity in the solution of
organizational problems is widely, not narrowly, distributed in the
population. ... Under the conditions of modemn industrial life, the
intellectual potentialities of the average human being are only
partially utilized.20

Where employees are lazy, indifferent, unwilling to take responsi-
bility, intransigent, uncreative, uncooperative, Theory X offered man-
agement an easy rationalization; Theory Y implied that the causes lay
within management itself. The task for management was thus ‘to
create conditions such that the members of the organization can
achieve their own goals best by directing their efforts towards the
sucess of the enterprise’.2!

The significance of the new model of the subjectivity of the worker
assembled in the 1960s ran in two directions. On one hand it could
lead to the development of managerial devices to stimulate the
self-actualizing forces in employees, releasing individual senses of
responsibility, creativity, and potential, inserting motivators into the
policies and practices of the company ~ a kind of refurbishing of the
conceptual architecture and techniques of human relations. On the
other hand it could lead to a shift in attention from the interpersonal
relations of small groups to the design of the organization itself. Here
the American pathway through the ego was to come into a sort of
symmetry with the European concem for the quality of working life;
each sought to reshape the internal world of the organization so as to
release the autonomous subjectivity of the worker in such a way that it
aligned with the aspirations of the enterprise, now construed in terms
of innovation, flexibility, and competitiveness.

The writings of Argyris trace out the connections made along this
second pathway. As early as 1952 Argyris, in a report for the
Controllership Foundation entitled The Impact of Budgets on People,
had sought to extend the language and calculations of human relations
to the financial sphere. Management needed to concem itself with ‘the
point where men and budgets meet’ in order to enhance control by
gaining acceptance of its standards and goals. It seemed that the
suspicion and hostility that certain budgeting practices produced in
individuals led to the formation of groups resistant to managerial
objectives, while techniques such as bargaining and communication
could ensure acceptance rather than rejection. The psyche of the
worker and the intersubjectivity of the group were to be incorporated
into the domain of accounting.22
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By 1957 Argyris was sketching a picture of the organization, not in
the old colours of human relations, but incorporating the new image of
self-actualizing subjectivity and its interaction with the systematic
creation of organizational dependency by management. It appeared
that such principles as specialization of work, chains of command,
unity of direction and span of control — typical of formal organization
and administrative control systems — created demands that tended to
require individuals to experience dependence and submissiveness and
to utilize only a limited number of their abilities, especially at the
lower levels.23 The managerial implications of this analysis were
summarized for a British audience in 1961 in the Research News
Bulletin of the National Institute of Industrial Psychology. Four
fundamental shifts were required in the management of personnel:

From policies that emphasize employee satisfaction, morale and
happiness to policies that emphasize internal commitment, self-
responsibility and productiveness. From the idea that individuals
are the most important part of the organization to a realization that
the importance of the individual varies under different conditions.
From the requirement that subordinates be developed by their
superiors to an acknowledgment that no man can develop another
and that the door to development is locked from the inside. From
executive development programmes aimed at changing a manager’s
behaviour to programmes whose objective is to help the manager

become more aware and more accepting of himself and therefore of
others.24

Management was to work on the ego of the worker itself. For
organizations to get the most out of their workers, from lowliest
employee to highest manager, they should not seek to manage social
relations to ensure maximum contentment. Instead, the organiza-
tion should be reshaped so as to release the psychological strivings
of its members, so that adaptability, innovation, responsibility, and
commitment could be channeled into organizational success. The
apparent contentment of employees under the old style of
management (involving peace, security, low levels of interpersonal
involvement) was actually pseudo-health, and the apparent manage-
rial efficiency in such organizations was only pseudo-effectiveness. It
was a system of complicated defensive mechanisms that disguised
such activities as apathy, indifference, and goldbricking at lower
levels and conformity, mistrust, and rivalry at higher levels, and
protected them, locking them into the organizational structure in a
repetitive and compulsive fashion. Policies that promoted real
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positive mental health of employees (richness of self, self-
acceptance, growth motivation, investment in living, unified outlook
on life, regulation from within, independence, and adequacy of
interpersonal relations) would also stimulate genuine organizational
effectiveness; achieving its objectives, maintaining its internal
system, and adapting to the external environment.25 Organizations
had to transform practices that reinforced defensiveness and
dependency so that they would positively utilize the psychological
energy of individuals, increasing their experience of psychological
success, by allowing them to ‘strive continuously to find and create
opportunities in which they can increase the awareness and
acceptance of their selves and others’, and enabling the individual to
‘define his immediate goals, define his own path to these goals,
relate these to the goals of the organization, evaluate his own
effectiveness, and constantly increase the degree of challenge at
work’.26

Organisations, it seemed, were systems that ‘leamed’, and manage-
ment needed to adopt a style of management based upon ‘Model II
learning’.2’ The typical organization operated by ‘Model I learning.
The stress on defining and achieving goals produced defensiveness and
self-centredness on the part of the actor; the focus on winning and not
losing led to a stress on defining and controlling what is done; a
prejudice against the expression of negative feeling resulted in the
elaboration of defensive norms such as mistrust, conformity, and
power-centred competition, the imperative of rationality constrained
freedom of choice by careful calculations of commitment and risk. The
outcome for such organizations was bleak: even when things appeared
to change, they actually stayed as they were. Not so with Model II
learning. Here the stress is on striving for information, collaboration,
facilitation, openness, trust, risk taking, shared responsibility, choice,
learning, open competition - in other words a Model II organization
can leamn and change.

As with human relations, the new conceptions of organizations
and their management enabled the techniques for government of the
internal world of the enterprise to be made consistent with, on the one
hand, prevailing American cultural values and, on the other, the
personal projects of individual employees. These new views of
management were to be promulgated widely, in investigations that
appeared to show that they did indeed characterize ‘America’s Best
Run Companies’.28 In Search of Excellence was the title of the book by
Peters and Waterman, of the management consultants McKinsey and
Company, that became an ‘international best-seller’ on its publication
in 1982, and spawned a host of spin-offs and imitations. Peters and
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Waterman had apparently discovered that the bosses and managers of
the companies considered by experts to be innovative, excellent, and
top financial performers in their industrial sector (IBM, 3M, Tupper-
ware, Hewlett-Packard, Texas Instruments, Procter & Gamble, Chese-
borough-Ponds, Johnson & Johnson, McDonalds and others) shared
significant elements of a managerial strategy that was the key to their
success. They had recognized that the pace of technological change
and international competition required a form of managerial and
industrial organization that was diametrically opposed to the models
of rationality and bureaucratic efficiency so stressed in the 1950s and
1960s. The ‘old paradigm’ of management stressed values like big is
better, economies of scale, elimination of overlap, and formal coordi-
nation. It believed in low-cost production. It sought to analyze
everything, and to use market research, cash-flow analysis, budgeting,
forecasting, planning, and targets to avoid risk and make the unpre-
dictable predictable. It eliminated disturbers of the peace, fanatics, and
disrupters of the plan. The manager’s job was that of taking decisions,
analyzing financial statements, and aligning people, products, and
services to get good financial results. Managers treated people merely
as factors of production. They sought to control everything in the
organization through job descriptions and a complex structure of
accountability. Productivity was to be enhanced through high financial
incentives for top performers and weeding out the dead wood. Workers
were controlled by issuing strict orders, backed up through rigorous
inspection procedures and quality control. Growth was all important,
from managing the cosmetics of the balance sheets to expanding into
ever newer industries when opportunities in one dried up.

But this managerial paradigm did not, it appeared, characterize
‘excellence’. It was inherently conservative, and even heartless. Its
narrow rationality was negative. It did not value experimentation. It
led to over complexity, inflexibility, caution, and paralysis-by-
analysis. It abhorred informality and denigrated the importance of
values. Fundamentally, it was based upon a narrow over-rational
view of what made people work. The management of excellence
operated on radically different principles. It valued flexibility,
adaptability, initiative, ad hoc groupings, cross-divisional collabora-
tion, experimentation, informality, and a personal commitment to
the excellence of the product. At root it was based on a different
image of the person. People were not that rational, they were
self-centred, they liked to think of themselves as winners not losers.
While the old paradigm berated people for failure, the new
constantly reinforced people for success. It makes most people feel
that they are winners. Psychological theory, from the social
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psychology of attribution to B.F. Skinner’s behaviourism had shown
that the mere association with success led to higher motivation
while stress on failure produced the reverse. High performance was
not ensured by rewards but by intrinsic motivation. Lasting
commitment could be obtained only by fostering conditions that
built intrinsic motivations, for when people felt that a task was
inherently worthwhile they would commit themselves to it.

The best companies did not suppress what is non-rational in
people, they used it. Their managers spontaneously drew on the
holistic and intuitive qualities that psychologists had shown to
comprise one-half of our brains. They reasoned by stories as much as
by data, they solved problems by gut feeling in an innovative and
creative way never possible through rational decision making struc-
tures. They allowed for the emotional, more primitive side of human
nature, implicitly recognizing that

businesses are full (100%) of highly ‘irrational’ (by left brain
standards), emotional human beings: people who want desperately
to be on winning teams (‘seek transcendence’); individuals who
thrive on the camaraderie of an effective small group or unit setting
(‘avoid isolation’); creatures who want to be made to feel that they
are in at least partial control of their destinies.2?

The task of the leader was thus not to force individuals to
comply, but to raise them to higher levels of motivation and
morality, to be an expert in the promotion and protection of values,
to ‘give lots of space to employees to take initiatives in support of
those values - finding their own paths, so making the task and its
outcome their own’.30 Man is ‘waiting for motivation’. Action,
innovation, entrepreneurship, excellence, initiative, and the rest can
be released by a company that fosters autonomy, values, experimen-
tation, creativity, and risk, which learns by innovation and
evolution.

The point here is not whether this research is a valid or invalid,
accurate or inaccurate portrayal of the top companies. Nor is it
whether such practices do, indeed, produce results. Rather, what is
important is the forging of a new image of work, based upon a new
image of the worker, and a new role for psychology within this
complex. No longer is there to be an antithesis between the motives
of the individual and those of the organization. The citizen, at work
as much as outside it, is engaged in a project to shape his or her life
as an autonomous individual driven by motives of self-fulfilment.
Individuals produce themselves in work; the organizational culture
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is to be reshaped in the name of a new psychological image of man.

The managerial doctrines of excellence were accompanied by a
range of individual portraits of the successful entrepreneur, the high
achiever, the peak performer in sport and arts as much as in
industry.3! The entrepreneur, it seems, was actually quite like us: we
could all be entrepreneurially successful, we could all leam to be
self-realizing, if we leamed the skills of self-presentation, self-direction
and self-management. One must cultivate the image of the winner
and actualize it in the management of the interpersonal relations upon
which winning depends. Fortunately the new modes of self-manage-
ment could themselves be taught and leamed. A new breed of
psychological consultants to the organization came to operate in these
terms, training managers in sensitivity, awareness, trust, openness,
and sharing. Managers could be taught to understand and work upon
their motives and those of others around them; firms could and
should train their managers in these new techniques. Economic
success, career progress, and personal development intersected upon
this new psycho-therapeutic territory.

The expertise of productive subjectivity used all the techniques of
the self that were being invented within the therapeutic culture of
the 1960s. These devices were not so much for curing ills as for
managing one’s self to happiness and fulfilment through techniques
of self-inspection, through adjustment of self-images, through the
remodelling of modes of self presentation by restyling behaviour,
speech, and vocabulary, through leaming new ways of construing
situations and persons, indexed by such terms as awareness and
sensitivity and involving a new vocabulary of the emotions. These
new techniques claimed the authority of science, for they were
backed by elaborated psychological theories and conducted by
qualified technicians of the self. They answered to the logic of
profitability, for they promised to improve both personal and
company performance. They chimed with cultural images of
autonomous and self-motivated individuality, hence avoiding the
stigma attached to such techniques as psychoanalysis. And they
were attractive to the individuals concemned, for they promised them
a better self.32

While Britain may have lacked its Peters and Waterman and
company, and may have been rather short of the likes of Victor Kiam,
Warren Avis, and Lee Iacocca, key elements from these new techno-
logies for the management of productive subjectivity were to be
imported and promoted. The new techniques of management did,
indeed, seem to characterize those British companies that had ‘the
winning streak’.33 Seven of Goldsmith and Clutterbuck’s eight factors
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that divide successful companies like Marks & Spencer, Saatchi and
Saatchi, United Biscuits, Plessey, and GEC from their unsuccessful
rivals had the same flavour: leadership with a mission, autonomy,
stressing delegation all down the line and the taking of risks;
involvement of employees in the company, including a social pro-
gramme and genuine respect for the individual, emphasis on the
market and high quality as guides to what and how to produce;
sticking to the basic values of the company; removal of barriers to
innovation and change; and integrity to employees, suppliers, and
customers. In other words, it was the corporate culture that counted.

The British authors, in posing the matter in this way, enabled the
ethics of self-actualization to be made congruent with the messages of
inspiration and anxiety that came from elsewhere - Japan.34 For while
some images of the Japanese corporation painted the worker as
anything but self-actualizing, with an almost feudal attachment to the
company, the submerging of the individual into the corporate culture,
and so forth, those who purveyed the lessons of Japan for British
management did so in different terms. The myth of the Japanese
success as grounded upon a radically distinct national character,
valuing group harmony over individuality, espousing the virtues of
hard work, company loyalty, and so forth was to be laid aside. The aim
was to define transferable working practices that could be incorporated
into British management and assure us of the same success as them.
Once again, industrial success was to be based upon the utilization of
expert technologies for the management of subjectivity.

Experts in personnel management claimed that what made Japanese
companies successful, competitive, peaceful, innovative, efficient and
the like was not so much ‘Japanese social groupism’ but their ‘considera-
tion for the self-esteem of employees’.35 Hence the need to establish a
corporate culture of ‘mutual trust, cooperation and commitment in
which all employees can identify with the aims and objectives of the
company and which encourages and recognizes the individual contribu-
tion of all’.36 The human technologies required are to incorporate the
strivings of the individual into the activities of a team, building bonds
between team members by allowing them to select and train their own
members, organizing communication on a face-to-face basis within the
team, giving teams total responsibility for the quality of products, and
tapping the enthusiasm of the team and its members by encouraging
them to innovate and improve working methods and giving them
autonomy and responsibility. The new vocabulary of team-work, quality
consciousness, flexibility, and quality circles thus reconciles the autono-
mous aspirations of the employee with the collective entrepreneurialism
of the corporate culture.
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These new images of work and the worker may seem no more than
the dreams of academics, researchers, consultants, and other profes-
sional entrepreneurs, themselves in search of a sense of fulfilment,
personal advancement, and a fast buck. And it is important to stress
the gulf between the rhetorical hype and the realities of productive life
in industry, in the ‘service sector’ or on the dole queue. But what can
be observed here is more than the froth of ideology. Once again we can
see the ways in which connections and symmetries are forged, at both
the conceptual and practical levels, between political concern about
the government of the productive life of the nation, the concemns of
owners of capital to maximize the economic advantages of their
companies, and techniques for the governing of the productive subject.
Experts on work play a crucial role in linking these distinct concerns
into a functioning network. In doing so they come to have a key role,
constructing a language and set of techniques simultaneously based
upon an esoteric scientific knowledge they possess, realized through
detailed technical prescriptions and devices they can construct and
operate, and consonant with national economic health, increased
organizational effectiveness, and progressive and humanistic values.

With the rapprochement of the self-actualization of the worker and
the competitive advancement of the company, the new psycho-
technology of work comes into alignment with the new psycho-
technology of subjectivity. No longer was work required to satisfy the
needs that it itself frustrated and exacerbated. In the psychologies of
human relations, work itself could become the privileged space for the
satisfaction of the social needs of individuals. In the psychologies of
self-actualization, work is no longer necessarily a constraint upon the
freedom of the individual to fulfil his or her potential through the
strivings of the psychic economy for autonomy, creativity and respon-
sibility. Work is an essential element in the path to self-fulfilment.
There is no longer any barrier between the economic, the psychologi-
cal, and the social. The antithesis between managing adaptation to
work and struggling for rewards from work is transcended, as working
hard produces psychological rewards and psychological rewards pro-
duce hard work. The government of work now passes through the
psychological strivings of each and every one of us for what we want.






Part Three

The Child, the Family,
and the Outside World






11 The Young Citizen"

Childhood is the most intensively governed sector of personal exist-
ence. In different ways, at different times, and by many different
routes varying from one section of society to another, the health,
welfare, and rearing of children have been linked in thought and
practice to the destiny of the nation and the responsibilities of the
state. The modern child has become the focus of innumerable projects
that purport to safeguard it from physical, sexual, or moral danger, to
ensure its ‘normal’ development, to actively promote certain capacities
of attributes such as intelligence, educability, and emotional stability.
Throughout the nineteenth century and our own, anxieties concerning
children have occasioned a panoply of programmes that have tried to
conserve and shape children by moulding the petty details of the
domestic, conjugal, and sexual lives of their parents.

Along this maze of pathways, the child — as an idea and a target -
has become inextricably connected to the aspirations of authorities.
The environment of the growing child is regulated financially, through
benefits and allowances to the family, and pedagogically through
programmes of education directed at the parent-to-be. Legislative
obligations are imposed upon parents, requiring them to carry out
social duties from the registration their children at birth to ensuring
that they receive adequate education up into their teens. Health
visitors exercise a surveillance, in principle comprehensive and univer-
sal, over the care of young children in their homes. Child protection
legislation has imposed powers and duties upon local authorities,
requiring them to evaluate the standards of care being provided to
children by their parents through the agencies of social work, and to
intervene into the family to rectify shortcomings, utilizing legal
mechanisms where necessary. To adjudicate upon a child accused of a
crime now requires scrutiny and evaluation of family life as a
condition of the possibility and legitimacy of judgement. Doctors in
general practice and in hospital have professional, if not legal
obligations to scrutinize the children they see for whatever reason for
signs that they may be ‘at risk’ and notify statutory authorities of their
suspicions. And universal and compulsory schooling catches up the

* 1 take the title of Part IIl from Donald Winnicott’s book of the same name
(Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1964)
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lives of all young citizens into a pedagogic machine that operates not
only to impart knowledge but to instruct in conduct and to supervise,
evaluate, and rectify childhood pathologies.

Thus, over the present century, a new visibility has been accorded
to the child in its life within the household and outside it, and the
‘private’ family has been opened up to social powers and allocated
social duties. Reflecting upon these events, among others, in his 1949
Alfred Marshall Lectures at Cambridge, T.H. Marshall argued that
what had occurred amounted to the extension of citizenship to the
child. Citizenship denoted ‘a kind of basic human equality associated
with the concept of full membership of a community’; the develop-
ments in techniques and conceptions of government since the
eighteenth century showed its gradual progress or evolution over the
last two and a half centuries.! As far as children were concerned, while
they were not citizens in the sense of having political rights to
participate in the exercise of political power, and perhaps were only
beginning to gain civil rights necessary for individual freedom such as
liberty of the person and the right to justice, they had gained social
rights. The educational system and the social services extended to
each child the right to a modicum of economic welfare and security, to
share in the social heritage and live the life of a civilized being
according to the standards prevailing in the society at large. Universal
education, for Marshall, was a decisive step in the re-establishment of
social rights of citizenship in the twentieth century, for it was an
attempt to stimulate the growth of citizens in the making. Education
was a personal right for the child irrespective of his or her parents’
wishes, but it also recognized and imposed a social and collective right
— the duty of each individual to improve and civilize themselves for the
benefit of the social health of the community. Other sociologists have
developed this argument, suggesting that special protective legislation
and other forms of social provision for children in the nineteenth
century were also developments of citizenship, recognizing the claims
of the child, as citizen in potentia, upon the social collectivity.2

Now Marshall and his followers acknowledged that citizenship
imposed obligations as well as rights, obligations both on the
community and on the individuals who made it up. But, nonetheless,
endowing children with the status of citizenship, making them full
and equivalent members of a community, was a profoundly pro-
gressive recognition of a principle of equality, and one ultimately in
conflict with the principles of inequality that lay at the heart of a
capitalist economic system. Since the 1960s, however, most sociologi-
cal analysts of the welfare state have interpreted these developments
differently.3 Even the most sanguine of these commentators see the
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apparatus of welfare as ambiguous and contradictory, and regard
welfare as having more to do with the disablement of conflict than
with the recognition of rights. For more than a century and a half, it is
argued, the poor and oppressed, supported by progressive elements of
the bourgeoisie, have campaigned and struggled to get the state and
the powerful to recognize their social obligations - in the form of
education, health care, social support in times of sickness and
hardship, and so forth. However, the policies and practices vouchsafed
were the minimum necessary to buy off the discontented; far from
being inspired by a recognition of collective social obligations, their
goal has been to preserve the efficiency of those who provide necessary
labour power and military might, to provide antidotes to social unrest,
and to ward off demands for truly progressive measures of equalization
of wealth and status. The policies and practices of welfare, far from
extending citizenship in any benign sense, have in fact functioned to
maintain inequality, to legitimate existing relations of power, and to
extend social control over potentially troublesome sectors of society.

Further, it appeared that the extension of social regulation to the
lives of children actually had little to do with recognition of their
rights.4 Children came to the attention of social authorities as
delinquents threatening property and security, as future workers
requiring moralization and skills, as future soldiers requiring a level of
physical fitness - in other words on account of the threat which they
posed now or in the future to the welfare of the state. The apparent
humanity, benevolence, and enlightenment of the extension of protec-
tion to children in their homes disguised the extension of surveillance
and control over the family. Reformers arguing for such legislative
changes were moral entrepreneurs, seeking to symbolize their values
in the law and, in doing so, to extend their powers and authority over
others. The upsurges of concern over the young - from juvenile
delinquency in the nineteenth century to sexual abuse today - were
actually moral panics: repetitive and predictable social occurrences in
which certain persons or phenomena come to symbolize a range of
social anxieties conceming threats to the established order and
traditional values, the decline of morality and social discipline, and the
need to take firm steps in order to prevent a downward spiral into
disorder. Professional groups - doctors, psychologists, and social
workers - used, manipulated, and exacerbated such panics in order to
establish and increase their empires. The apparently inexorable
growth of welfare surveillance over the families of the working class
had arisen from an alignment between the aspirations of the profes-
sionals, the political concems of the authorities, and the social
anxieties of the powerful.
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Feminists argued that the regulation of children had to be located
within a wider history, in which ‘the family’ had become a key
mechanism of social control and ideological support for a patriarchal
capitalism that maintained both women and children in a state of
dependency.5 ‘The family’ was an ideological mechanism for
reproducing a docile labour force, for exploiting the domestic labour
of women under the guise of love and duty, for maintaining the
patriarchal authority of men over the household. The notion of the
family as a voluntary arrangement - entered into out of love,
suffused by positive emotions, naturally wishing to have and to
cherish its children, the site of self-realization for mothers and of
mutual regard and protection of family members - was an ideology
that disguised the oppressive relations within this intimate sphere,
and the social and economic coercion upon women to enter into
family life and motherhood. The function of this familial ideology
was to mask the realities of family life, and to preserve a social
institution that provided vital economic functions for capitalism:
reproduction of the labour force, socialization of children, exploita-
tion of the unpaid domestic labour of women, compensation to men
for the alienating nature of their work, and so forth.

Radical criticism of the techniques of family regulation came to
focus on the notion of the family as a ‘private’ domain, seeing this
as the central element in the ideology masking the social and
economic role of the family.6 The language of privacy disguised and
legitimated the authority of men in the household over both women
and children, and obscured the extent to which the state actually
shaped and controlled relations in the intimate sphere for public,
political ends. The division of public and private is, of course,
central to liberal political thought, demarcating the boundaries
between the domain over which the powers of the state and law can
properly be exercised and that where they have no place. Within
these terms the family represents the private sphere par excellence -
indeed it is doubly private, not only being outside the proper
authority of the state but also outside the scope of market relations.
The division between public and private is traced back in political
and social philosophy at least as far as Aristotle’s distinction
between polis and oikos and up to the natural rights theories of John
Locke. However, in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries the
distinction was posited in terms of the division between home and
market. It was given a philosophical foundation in the liberal
political philosophy of J.S. Mill and his followers, with the
opposition between the realm of legitimate public regulation and the
realm of freedom from intrusion, personal autonomy, and private
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choice. Writers point to the particular associations in these texts
between the public sphere (the world of work, the market,
individualism, competition, politics, and the state) and men, and
the corollary association of women with the private, domestic,
intimate, altruistic, and humanitarian world of the home.

Critics argued that this public/private divide, and the conception of
the private that it uses, has always functioned to sustain a particular
and oppressive set of relations between men and women. However,
developments within capitalism in the nineteenth century reworked
this public/private divide to suit the interests of a ruling, property
owning male elite. This accounted for the emergence of the cult of
domesticity with its idealization of motherhood. While allowing that
this allotted certain powers to women, it did so only in their status as
mothers confined to the private sphere, and hence failed fundamen-
tally to challenge either the patriarchal separation of realms, or the
economic power that men wielded over the family unit.

Analyses of the legal regulation of marmage, divorce, sexual
behaviour, and domestic violence were deployed to show that the
ideology of individual choice and personal freedom in the private
domain of home and family legitimated a refusal by public authorities
to intervene into certain places, activities, relationships and feelings.
Designating them personal, private, and subjective made them appear
to be outside the scope of the law as a fact of nature, whereas in fact
non-intervention was a socially constructed, historically variable, and
inevitably political decision. The state defined as ‘private’ those
aspects of life into which it would not intervene, and then, paradoxi-
cally, used this privacy as the justification for its non-intervention.

Like laissez faire in relation to the market, the idea that the family
could be private in the sense of outside public regulation was,
according to these critics, a myth. The state cannot avoid intervening
in the shaping of familial relations through decisions as to which types
of relation to sanction and codify and which types of dispute to
regulate or not to regulate. The state establishes the legal framework
for conducting legitimate sexual relations and for procreation, and
privileges certain types of relation through rules of inheritance.
Further, the state, through public law, set up complex welfare
mechanisms especially those surrounding the proper development of
children. And however potent is the legal ideology of family privacy, in
decisions as to the best interests and welfare of children in cases
concerning care and custody, and in the division of family property
and other aspects of family disputes, legal functionaries operate
according to ideological and patriarchal beliefs as to morality, respon-
sibility and family life and what is best for children. On the one hand,
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the state, representing dominant male interests, chooses the nature
and objectives of public regulation; on the other, a domain is
constituted outside legal regulation and designated ‘private’, where
welfare agencies enforce the ideology of motherhood, and where male
power is not even subject to limited protections of the rule of law.

These analyses have much to commend them. But in designating
the public/private division as an ideology that disguises the hand of the
state and has primarily a social control function in relation to women,
they fail to register or come to grips with two key issues. The first
concerns the way in which the privacy of the family was a vital
element in the technologies of government that made liberal demo-
cratic rule possible, allowing a fundamental transformation in the
scope and responsibilities of ‘the state’ and the organization of power.
The second concems the ways in which these new rationales and
technologies of government did not simply control individuals through
the family but played a constitutive role in the formation of citizens of
such democracies, acting at the level of subjectivity itself.

‘Familialization’ was crucial to the means whereby personal
capacities and conducts could be socialized, shaped, and maximized in
a manner that accorded with the moral and political principles of
liberal society. The languages of the regulatory strategies, the terms
within which they thought themselves, the ways in which they
formulated their problems and solutions, were not merely ideological;
they made it possible and legitimate to govern the lives of citizens in
new ways. In doing so, they actually brought new sectors of reality into
existence, new problems and possibilities for personal investment as
well as for public regulation. If the familialization of society worked, it
was because it both established its political legitimacy and com-
manded a level of subjective commitment from citizens, inciting them
to regulate their own lives according to its terms.

The emergence of an institutionally distinct political domain, the
sovereign state, entailed the gradual concentration of formal political,
juridical, and administrative powers that had hitherto been dispersed
among a range of authorities — guilds, justices, landowners, and
religious authorities.” This concentration, and the concomitant legiti-
mation and delimitation of political authority by the doctrines of ‘rule
of law’, entailed the conceptualization of certain domains that were
freed from the threat of punitive sanction and detailed internal
regulation. These developments coincided with the major transfor-
mations in the lives of the working population associated with the
growth of urban capitalism, and hence with the decomposition of the
extensive mechanisms by which the church, the local powers, and the
community had specified, monitored, and sanctioned the detailed
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aspects of personal, conjugal, sexual, and domestic conduct. The
private family was to emerge as a solution to the problems of
regulating individuals and populations and of producing social soli-
darities that were posed by these ruptures in socio-political relations.8

The private family did not reactivate the independence of patriar-
chal authority and political allegiance of the pre-liberal household, but
nor did it require the extension of the scope and prerogatives of the
state into the details of everyday existence. The domesticated private
family was both to be distinguished from political life and to be
defined and privileged by law; it was to be both freed from detailed
prescriptions of conduct and to be permeable to moralization and
normalization from outside. It was to become the matrix for the
government of the social economy.

The reconstruction of the working-class family in the nineteenth
century took place not through the activities of the state, but
through an initiative that maintained a certain distance from the
organs of political power — philanthropy. Philanthropic activity was
certainly mobilized by the perceived threats posed to the wealthy by
the dangerous classes, the amalgam of crime, indigence, pauperism,
and vice that appeared to be multiplying in the cities. But it was a
response unlike either repression or charity, for it sought a
prophylactic mode of action, endeavouring to promote certain kinds
of moral conduct by coupling the provision of financial aid with
conditions as to the future conduct of recipients. In England and
France philanthropists sought not to ‘preserve’ the families of the
urban masses - for family life was widely believed to be virtually
unknown in the rookeries and at the heart of the great towns - but
to organize the conjugal, domestic, and parental relations of the
poor in the form of the domesticated family. Assistance was thus
conditional upon marriage, good housekeeping, sobriety, moral
supervision of children, and the search for wage labour.?

Throughout the nineteenth century a multitude of little and large
projects were undertaken, each using the human technology of the
family for social ends. It appeared that the family could play a vital role
in eliminating illegality, curbing inebriety, and restricting promiscuity,
imposing restrictions upon the unbridled sensualities of adults and
inculcating morality into children. Bourgeois women sought to recruit
their working class sisters as allies, arguing that marriage, domestic
hygiene, and so forth were not only moral in their own right, but
would further women’s interests by increasing their powers vis-d-vis
their menfolk. The legal relation of marriage was to promote emo-
tional and economic investment by both men and women into the
home, cathecting domesticity at the expense of street life, public
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bawdiness, and vice. Such campaigns served a vital function, operating
as relays through which the imperatives of social regulation could
become linked with the wishes and aspirations of individuals for
security and advancement.

In such campaigns, public authorities were seldom centrally
involved, although they did provide a legal framework for philan-
thropic action and often supported private campaigns with funds and
information. A more significant ally of philanthropy, which operated
not so much by moralization as by normalization, was medicine.
Medico-hygienic expertise began to elaborate a set of doctrines
concerning the conditions for rearing healthy children and to pose
many issues of moral conduct - (drunkenness, debauchery, vicious-
ness, masturbation, insanity) - in medical terms. They not only were
detrimental to individual health but arose from weaknesses incurred
through faulty government in childhood and could themselves be
passed down from parents to children in the form of a susceptible
constitution. Such advice was disseminated through literature and
personal contact, principally into the homes of the well-to-do; its
message was that the preservation of the lineage depended upon the
active concentration of mothers upon the rearing of their offspring. In
their turn, hygienists and philanthropists took this message into the
homes of the poor, to reinforce the demands of morality with the
norms of medicine. Thus a set of standards for family life began to be
established and generalized that were grounded neither in political
authority nor religious duty; the norms of medicine appeared to arise
directly from life itself.

Philanthropists and hygienists campaigned to have their strategies
enshrined in law and their expertise linked to the activities of social
institutions such as courts, hospitals, prisons, and schools. By the
start of the twentieth century the family was administered and policed
by practices and agencies that were not ‘private’ (many of their powers
were constructed legally, they were often recipients of public funds,
and their agents were frequently publicly accredited by some form of
licensing), but nor were they organs of central political power. Their
operations and objectives were not specified by the decrees and
programmes of political forces but operated under the aegis of moral
principles and, increasingly, by professional expertise underpinned by
the power of a claim to truth. In France and England, however, the
turn of the twentieth century saw the linking of these moralizing and
normalizing projects more centrally into the calculations and policies
of the political authorities. What was involved here was not so much
an expansionary project on behalf of the ruling classes, as an attempt
to resolve some rather specific social troubles. The remit of the public
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power was to extend to the government of the physical, moral, and
mental capacities of citizens. The autonomy of the poor family was
not to be destroyed but re-modelled through enhancing and modifying
the family machine.

A web of legal powers, social agencies and practices of judgement
and normalization began to spread around troubled and troublesome
children.1® These were linked to the formal government machine at
three principal points. The medical apparatus of public health
extended its scrutiny to all children from birth, in their homes and in
the schools, through registration of births, infant welfare centres,
health visitors, school medical officers, education in domestic sci-
ences, and schools for mothers, using legal powers and statutory
institutions to provide a platformm for the deployment of medico-
hygienic norms and expertise, seeking to tum the school into a
medical station and the home into a site of prophylaxis. Around the
juvenile court, new powers of judgement and scrutiny were brought to
bear upon the families of troubled and troublesome children, utilizing
the legal process as a kind of case conference or diagnostic forum and
deploying social workers and probation officers to scrutinize and report
upon the homes of their cases, and to undertake at least a part of the
normative assessment and reformation of children and their families.
And the child guidance clinic acted as the hub of a programmatic
movement for mental hygiene, drawing together the powers of the
courts over children who had done wrong and parents who had
wronged them, the universal and obligatory scrutiny of conduct in the
school, and the private anxieties of family members about the
behaviour of their children, into a powerful network linked by the
activities and judgements of doctors, psychologists, probation officers,
and social workers. These technologies of government, which Donze-
lot terms the ‘tutelary complex’, enabled the difficulties posed by
working-class families and children to be acted upon with a degree of
force, universality, and certainty but without disabling the family
mechanism. Families would neither be lured into dependency by
especially favourable treatment, nor forced into resistance by measures
that were frankly repressive. Through the ministrations of expertise in
the service of health, hygiene, and normality, the family would be
returned to its social obligations without compromising its autonomy
and responsibility for its own members and destiny.

Expertise also resolved a further problem at the junction of the
family mechanism and the goals of government. This was that of
achieving a harmony between the private authority, self-concern, and
aspirations of the autonomous family and the best procedures for the
socialization of its members. Donzelot refers to the techniques along
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this dimension as ‘the regulation of images’. The representations of
motherhood, fatherhood, family life, and parental conduct generated
by expertise were to infuse and shape the personal investments of
individuals, the ways in which they formed, regulated and evaluated
their lives, their actions, and their goals. Of course, the construction of
subjective values and investments was the aim of many of the
familializing projects of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It was
an explicit rationale of the moralizing philanthropy of the nineteenth
century, and of the arguments for universal education. The concern
for the health and welfare of children in the early twentieth century
certainly sought to utilize ‘the family’ and the relations within it as a
kind of social or socializing machine in order to fulfil various
objectives — military, industrial and moral - but this was to be done
not through the coercive enforcement of control under threat of
sanction, but through the production of mothers who would want
hygienic homes and healthy children. The promotion of hygiene and
welfare could only be successful to the extent that it managed to solicit
the active engagement of individuals in the promotion of their own
bodily efficiency.

The family could come to serve these new social objectives only to
the extent that it would operate as a voluntary and responsible
machine for the rearing and moralizing of children, in which adults
would commit themselves to the task of promoting the physical and
mental welfare of their offspring. Once such an ethic came to govern
our existence, the images of normality generated by expertise could
come to serve as a means by which individuals could themselves
normalize and evaluate their lives, their conduct, and those of their
children. The means of correct socialization could be implanted in
families concerned with the self-promotion of their members without
the threat of coercion and without direct intervention by political
authorities into the household. Such families have come to govern
their intimate relations and socialize their children according to social
norms but through the activation of their own hopes and fears.
Parental conduct, motherhood, and child rearing can thus be regulated
through family autonomy, through wishes and aspirations, and
through the activation of individual guilt, personal anxiety, and private
disappointment. And the almost inevitable misalignment between
expectation and realization, fantasy and actuality, fuels the search for
help and guidance in the difficult task of producing normality, and
powers the constant familial demand for the assistance of expertise.

To be sure, the contemporary disquiet about the powers of
welfare professionals in relation to the family have an old fashioned
laissez faire ring. But the extent that they can be reactivated in the
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late twentieth century is testament to the success of the socializing
project of the last hundred years, to the incorporation of the expert
doctrines for the government of children into our own free will.
Socialization, in the sense in which we see it here, is not the
anthropological universal beloved by functionalist sociologists; it is
the historically specific outcome of technologies for the government
of the subjectivity of citizens.

The notion of the normal child and family has an ambiguous
status in these technologies of subjectivity. Normality appears in three
guises: as that which is natural and hence healthy; as that against
which the actual is judged and found unhealthy; and as that which is
to be produced by rationalized social programmes. Criteria of nor-
mality are simultaneously used to construct an image of the natural
child, mother and family, to provide a more or less explicit set of
instructions to all involved as to how they should identify normality
and conduct themselves in a normal fashion, and to provide the
means of identifying abnormality and the rationale for intervention
when reality and normality fail to coincide.

Yet our conceptions of normality are not simply generalizations
from our accumulated experience of normal children. On the contrary,
criteria of normality are elaborated by experts on the basis of their
claims to a scientific knowledge of childhood and its vicissitudes. And
this knowledge of normality has not, in the main, resulted from
studying normal children. On the contrary, in tracing the genealogy of
normality we are retumed to the projects of the government of
children that provided the platform for the take-off of expertise. It is
around pathological children - the troublesome, the recalcitrant, the
delinquent - that conceptions of normality have taken shape. It is not
that a knowledge of the normal course of development of the child has
enabled experts to become more skilled at identifying those unfortu-
nate children who are in some way abnormal. Rather, expert notions
of normality are extrapolated from our attention to those children who
worry the courts, teachers, doctors, and parents. Normality is not an
observation but a valuation. It contains not only a judgement about
what is desirable, but an injunction as to a goal to be achieved. In so
doing, the very notion of ‘the normal’ today awards power to scientific
truth and expert authority.

Since World War Il psychologists have increasingly provided the
vocabularies with which the troubles of children have been
described, the expertise for diagnosing and categorizing such
children, the languages within which the tasks of mothers and
fathers have been adumbrated, and the professionals to operate the
technology of childhood regulation. Psychology has played a key role
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in establishing the norms of childhood, in providing means for
visualizing childhood pathology and normality, in providing vocabu-
laries for speaking about childhood subjectivity and its problems, in
inventing technologies for cure and normalization. Through the
connections established between the norms of childhood and images
of family life, parenting, and motherhood, the psyche of the child
and the subjectivity of the mother have been opened up for
regulation in a new way. It has become the will of the mother to
govern her own children according to psychological norms and in
partnership with psychological experts. The soul of the young
citizen has become the object of government through expertise.



12 The Gaze of the Psychologist

For a long time ordinary individuality — the everyday individuality
of everybody — remained below the threshold of description. To be
looked at, observed, described in detail, followed from day to day by
an uninterrupted writing was a prvilege.... [The disciplinary
methods] reversed this relation, lowered the threshold of describ-
able individuality and made of this description a means of control
and a method of domination.... This tuming of real lives into
writing is no longer a procedure of heroization; it functions as a
procedure of objectification and subjectification.!

Michel Foucault, 1979

It was once the privilege of the wealthy, the noble, and the holy to
have their individuality remarked upon, described, documented,
recorded for posterity in image and text. But during the nineteenth
century the individualizing gaze alighted upon those at the other end
of power relations - the criminal, the madman, the pauper, the
defective, were to be the target of many laborious and ingenious
projects to document their uniqueness, to record it and classify it, to
discipline their difference.2 Children were to become favoured objects
and targets of such programmes of individualization. Psychologists
were to claim a particular expertise in the disciplining of the
uniqueness and idiosyncracies of childhood, individualizing children
by categorizing them, calibrating their aptitudes, inscribing their
peculiarities in an ordered form, managing their variability conceptu-
ally, and governing it practically.

Michel Foucault argued that the disciplines ‘make’ individuals by
means of some rather simple technical procedures.3 On the parade
ground, in the factory, in the school and in the hospital, people were
gathered together en masse, but by this very fact they could be
observed as entities both similar to and different from one another.
These institutions function in certain respects like telescopes, micro-
scopes, or other scientific instruments: they established a regime of
visibility in which the observed was distributed within a single
common plane of sight. Second, these institutions operated according
to a regulation of detail. These regulations, and the evaluation of
conduct, manners, and so forth entailed by them, established a grid of
codeability of personal attributes. They act as norms, enabling the
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previously aleatory and unpredictable complexities of human conduct
to be charted and judged in terms of conformity and deviation, to be
coded and compared, ranked and measured.

The formation of a plane of sight and a means of codifiability
established a grid of perception for registering the details of individual
conduct.4 These became both visible and cognizable - no longer lost in
the fleeting passage of space, time, movement, and voice but ident-
ifiable and notable in so far as they conformed to or deviated from the
network of norms that began to spread out over the space of personal
existence. Behavioural space was thus geometrized, enabling a fixing
of what was previously regarded as quintessentially unique into an
ordered space of knowledge. In this perceptual process the phenom-
enal world was normalized - that is to say, thought in terms of its
coincidences and differences from values deemed normal - in the very
process of making it visible to science. The properties of disciplinary
regimes were fundamental to the production of the person as a
knowable individual.

The development of institutions and techniques that required the
co-ordination of large numbers of persons in an economic manner and
sought to eliminate certain habits, propensities, and morals and to
inculcate others, thus made visible the difference between those who
did or did not, could or could not, would or would not learn the lessons
of the institution. These institutions acted as observing and recording
machines, machines for the registration of human differences. These
attentions to individual differences and their consequences spread to
other institutions, especially those that had to do with the efficient or
rational utilization or deployment of persons.5 In the courtroom, in
the developing system of schooling, in the apparatus concerned with
pauperism and the labour market, and in the army and the factory,
two sorts of problems were posed in the early years of this century that
the psychological sciences would take up. The first was a demand for
some kind of human sorting house, which would assess individuals
and determine to what type of regime they were best suited - a
question framed in relation to delinquency, feeble-mindedness, and
pauperism; later in projects for vocational guidance and selection for
the armed forces. The second was the demand for advice on the ways
in which individuals could best be organized and tasks best arranged
o as to minimize the human problems of production or warfare —
industrial accidents, fatigue, insubordination, and so forth. The
consolidation of psychology into a discipline and its social destiny was
tied to its capacity to produce the technical means of individualiza-
tion, a new way of construing, observing, and recording human
subjectivity and its vicissitudes.
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Contemporaneous with the nineteenth century transformations in
the organization of asylums, prisons, hospitals, and schools, new
systems were devised for documenting and recording information
concerning inmates — files, records, and case histories.6 This routine
notation and accumulation of the personal details and histories of
large numbers of persons identifies each individual with a dossier
consisting in the facts of his or her life and character accorded
pertinence by the institution and its objectives. The individual entered
the field of knowledge not through any abstract leap of the philo-
sophical imagination, but through the mundane operation of bureau-
cratic documentation. The sciences of individualization took off from
these routine techniques of recording, utilizing them, transforming
them into systematic devices for the inscription of identity, techniques
that could translate the properties, capacities, energies of the human
soul into material form - pictures, charts, diagrams, measurements.’

This dependence upon means of visualization and techniques of
inscription does not mark a fundamental difference between the
psychological sciences and other sciences. Science not only entails
techniques that render phenomena visible, so that they may form the
focus of conceptualization, but also requires devices that represent the
phenomena to be accounted for, which tum these phenomena into an
appropriate form for analysis. Perhaps the psychological sciences differ
from other sciences only in their low epistemological threshold. That
is to say, so frequently the norms that enable their objects to become
visualized and inscribed become part of the scientific programme of
perception as a consequence of having first been part of a social and
institutional programme of regulation - and to such programmes they
are destined to return. ’

The sentence, the proposition or description in language, is not the
principal mode in which phenomena are are inscribed into scientific
discourse.8 The observation statement in linguistic form is rapidly
superseded by, or at the very least accompanied by, traces of a different
type: images, graphs, numbers. But all the traces produced and worked
on by science have certain characteristic qualities. Bruno Latour
describes them as immutable mobiles.? Whatever the original dimen-
sions of their subjects, be they rooms full of children or chromosomes
invisible to the naked eye, the traces must be neither too large or too
tiny, but of proportions that can be rapidly scanned, read, and recalled.
Unlike their subjects, which are characteristically of three dimensions,
and whose image is subject to variations of perspective, inscriptions
are ideally of two dimensions and amenable to combination in a single
visual field without variation or distortion by point of view. This
enables them to be placed side by side and in various combinations,
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and to be integrated with materials, notes, and records from other
sources. Inscriptions must render ephemeral phenomena into stable
forms that can be repeatedly examined and accumulated over time.
Phenomena are frequently stuck in time and space, and inconvenient
for the application of the scientist’s labour; inscriptions should be
easily transportable so that they can be concentrated and utilized in
laboratories, clinics, and other centres of accounting, calculation, and
administration.

The first techniques of visualization and inscription of human
differences in the psychological sciences constituted the surface of the
body as the field upon which psychological pathologies were to be
observed. The visual image, which in the portrait had functioned as a
monument to an honoured nobility, now was to become a means of
grasping and calibrating the sicknesses of the soul. Doctors of the
insane in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, from Lavater,
through Pinel and Esquirol, Bucknill and Tuke, and up to the theorists
of degeneracy such as Maudsley and Morel, reworked and syste-
matized the ancient arts of physiognomy, utilizing the external
proportions and characteristics of the body as the means of individ-
ualization of the pathological person. Tables and arrays of visual
images, from line drawings to carefully contrived photographs, sought
to establish a grammar of the body. This system of perception strove
for a language in which the variations and combinations of the
visualized body could be systematically mapped onto invisible mental
characteristics. As Sandor Gilman has pointed out, the linking of
these pictorial representations with case studies in textbooks on
insanity and psychopathology throughout the nineteenth century
performed a vital cognitive function in linking up the theoretical and
the observable, materializing the theory and idealizing the object,
instructing the mind through the education of the eyes.!0

In phrenology, criminal anthropology, and other sciences of the
soul, systems were constructed that sought to make other aspects of
the individual similarly visible and legible to the trained eye. Such
systems had only a limited life-span, not because of their internal
inconsistencies or through a theoretical critique, but because they
failed to provide the individualizing techniques that were to be
demanded of them. The co-ordination and regulation of large numbers
of persons in the expanding apparatuses of penality, industry, educa-
tion, and military life produced both a demand for new techniques and
vocabularies for the managing of human difference and the conditions
under which they might be invented. Capacities and attributes now
became evident which, while they affected performance at school,
predisposed to crime, had a bearing on the success of penal regimes, or
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were related to efficiency in the factory or liability to breakdown in the
army, were not clearly inscribed upon the surface of the body. The
discipline of psychology took shape around the problem of inventing
these new techniques of individualization.

The first contribution of psychology to the project of individuali-
zation was the psychological test of intelligence. The psychological
test was a means of visualizing, disciplining, and inscribing a
difference that did not rely upon the surface of the body as the
diagnostic intermediary between conduct and the psyche. The prob-
lem for which the intelligence test would be a solution arose in the
early years of universal schooling in both England and France. The
figure who provoked it was the feeble-minded child.

From our contemporary perspective, the intense concern with
feeble-mindedness in children that flourished in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries is hard to understand. The feeble-
minded child, and the adult that he or she would become, appeared
to be a major social threat. Eugenicists saw the feeble-minded as a
central element in the degeneracy or deterioration of the race.!! The
feeble-minded were kith and kin of the prostitute, the tubercular,
the insane, the unemployable, the vagrant, and the libertine - all
manifestations of a degenerate constitution. Feeble-mindedness was
a key element in this degeneration, for not only did it clearly run in
families, but the feeble-minded were unsocializable, impervious to
morality and hence to the curbs that civilization imposed upon
promiscuous reproduction. They were a testament to the fact that
the race renewed itself most rapidiy from its inferior sections, with
the consequent increase in hereditary unfitness down the genera-
tions. In short, curbing their reproduction, by segregation or
sterilization, was a matter of urgency, and hence their detection and
ascertainment was a priority.

Eugenicists were only one group among many who thought the
‘feeble minded’ needed to be correctly ascertained and dealt with in
distinct institutional provisions. Some argued on financial grounds.
To support them in institutions that had no capacity to improve or
reform them was a drain on national resources, when there was a
chance that they could be trained in such a way that they might not
only contribute to their upkeep, but actually make a net
contribution to industry and agriculture. Others argued on grounds
of social economy. Idiots outside institutional care were open to ill
use and exploitation by corrupt and criminal elements, exacerbating
the ‘social problem’ of crime, poverty, destitution, physical 1ill-
health, and immoral habits that philanthropists and social investiga-
tors had revealed at the heart of our great cities.!2 Together, these
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concerns posed an urgent question. How was the feeble-minded
individual to be identified for special treatment!?

The schoolroom provided further evidence of the problem. But it
would also produce its solution. Universal schooling gathered
together large numbers of children in the same physical space, and
sought to discipline them according to institutional criteria and
objectives. It thus established norms of conduct and performance
that organized behavioural space and enabled divergences between
children to be charted. Among the children unable to learn the
lessons of the school were a group who were unlike the blind and
deaf in that they appeared to possess the full complement of the
senses. But they none the less did not seem to be able to benefit
from instruction. These children came to be known as educational
imbeciles or the feeble-minded. They accumulated in the lowest
classes, unable to reach the standards set by the board of education
- a source of concem to those who saw the school as a vital
moralizing apparatus and an affront to those who considered
education to be a right of all citizens. The problem was to find a
way in which these feeble-minded children could be ascertained in a
rigorous and consistent manner such that they could be separated
out from the rest of the school population and segregated in
specialized institutions that would seek to awaken their moral
sensibilities and increase their resistance to the temptations of vice
and crime. In England, France, and the United States the problem
was posed in almost identical terms. Adininistrators sought a
scientific and rational solution to the problem of individualizing the
feeble-minded. But this was a task that proved rather difficult for
the scientists. In the first instance, in seeking to discover these
children, diagnosis was carried out by a scrutiny of the body.
Children would parade before the doctor, who would seek the marks
of pathology: stigmata, misproportioned limbs, unbalanced nerves or
muscles, deformed palates, characteristic cranial shapes, degenerate
ears.!3 But it proved difficult to align the gaze of the doctor with the
requirements of the institution. Difference was no longer marking
itself unambiguously on the surface of the individual; it was
receding into the interiority of the soul. It would have to be made
legible.

The intelligence test arose out of the attempts to make these
invisible differences legible. The procedures invented were to be the
model for a whole panoply of psychometric devices. The technique
did not spring fully formed from the heads of the eugenicist
proponents of mental measurement such as Francis Galton, Charles
Spearman, Lewis Terman, and Cyril Burt. Nor was it simply
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‘invented’ by Alfred Binet, upon whose name it has conferred a
dubious kind of immortality. It formed through the confluence of
two rather different projects of individualization.

From Hereditary Genius, which Galton published in 1869, propo-
nents of mental measurement had sought to provide ways of grasping
the vanability of human mental powers in thought, so that their
heritability and social consequences could be calibrated and acted
upon.l4 The statistical concept of the normal distribution was the vital
cognitive mechanism that enabled Galton to visualize human variabil-
ity. The simple act of comparison of the respective amount of a
particular quality or attribute possessed by two members of the
population enabled the mathematization of difference. This could be
represented in a simple visual form once it was assumed that all
qualities in the population varied according to a regular and predict-
able pattern, and that the characteristics of this pattern were those
established by the statistical laws of large numbers. Individual
difference could be made thinkable by a simple act of inscription:
cumulative acts of comparison would be combined with the figure of
the norm or average for the population; when represented diagramati-
cally they would form the smooth outline of the ‘normal’ curve.
Intellectual abilities could be construed as a single dimension, whose
variation across the population was governed by precise laws. The
capacity of any individual could be established in terms of their
location along that curve; the variability of the intellect had been
reduced to order, made graspable through its normalization into a
stable, predictable, two-dimensional trace.

The normal distribution was a visual and conceptual fusion of the
laws of variability of qualities, the laws of large numbers, and the
norms of social expectation. It produced a new mode of social
perception of variability, a way of disciplining difference and making it
socially usable. But a further step was needed before psychometrics
could fulfil its social vocation. This was provided by the administrative
requirements of schooling.

Eugenics sought a link between the biological, heritable, variable
basis of mental characteristics and the criteria of social worth. This
link was to be forged by psychologists, who measured the senses and
related these measurements with social judgements. The English
eugenicist psychologists — Galton, Cattell, Pearson, and Spearman -
all sought to assess intellectual ability by measuring sensory capa-
cities, and tried to show that these were normally distributed,
heritable, and correlated with social judgements as to intellect and
worth. But feeble-mindedness in children became troublesome in the
institution of the school, and the educational judgements of the school



142 THE CHILD, THE FAMILY AND THE OUTSIDE WORLD

did not seem to coincide readily with the psychophysiological meas-
urements of capacities to discriminate weights and sounds favoured by
the English theorists of mental measurement.

The test that Alfred Binet devised in the French context was
initially conceived as merely an administrative device for identifying
children for admission to special schools for the feeble-minded.15 In
order to construct it, Binet set aside his earlier work on intelligence. In
this he had concluded that intelligence could not be satisfactorily
investigated by tests aiming at a diagnosis in a few hours, but required
the lengthy and detailed study of particular individuals. Nevertheless,
as a member of the Society for the Psychological Study of the Child,
Binet sought to assist the 1904 Ministerial Commission for the
Abnormal to decide on the admission of children to special schools.
The commission needed a device that would enable it to make an
‘exact distribution’, and to permit clinicians to ‘separate subjects of
inferior intelligence into categories verifiable by all’.16 The demands of
rational administration triumphed where decades of detailed scientific
study had led into a cul-de-sac.

Age provided Binet with the key conceptual device for ranking
individuals according to their abilities; adaptation to educational
requirements provided the criterion of measurement. First, rather
than seeking to measure psychophysiological properties of individual
subjects and to compare these with social judgements, Binet’s test
used criteria that were directly educational and behavioural. They
were direct assessments of the degree of adaptation of individual
children to the expectation that others had of them. Combined with
the observation of large numbers of children of similar ages in schools,
and of large numbers of defectives in institutions, this allowed two
related shifts in images of children.!” Despite variations between
individuals, norms of performance could be established for children at
particular ages. And defective children could be seen to bear a striking
resemblance to normal children some years younger. Binet did not
need to commit himself to a view of feeble-mindedness as arrested
development in order to group these under a single measure, mental
level, which could be combined with chronological age to produce a
simple indication of degree of defect. And this, of course, was all that
was required to enable an initial assessment of children for adminis-
trative purposes.

The subsequent history of the intelligence test is not our concem
here; its phases have been well documented.!8 Binet himself
transformed it from a technique for diagnosing the pathological into
a device for creating a hierarchy of the normal. William Stemn
invented the single numerical index of mental quotient, which
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combined chronological age and mental level into a single figure.
Lewis Terman in the United States produced a refined version of
the test and, with fellow eugenicists Henry Goddard and Robert
Yerkes, promulgated its use in the service of campaigns for detecting
the previously undetectable high grade defectives in order to allow
their segregation or sterilization, and to demonstrate the need for
immigration control to keep out the lower races. In the rather less
flamboyant eugenic climate of Britain, Cyril Burt standardized the
test in order to bring it into line with the theoretical requirements
of the normal distribution and the administrative requirements of
the educational authorities.!9 Group tests, non-verbal tests, and all
the other varieties of psychometrics followed the same path for
aligning individual conduct, social judgement, statistical probity, and
administrative convenience.20 What is significant about all this for
my present concerns is not so much the details of the history and
vicissitudes of testing as the new way of visualizing normality and
difference, of inscribing personal powers, of administering children,
and other new methods.

The technique of the test was the most important contribution of
the psychological sciences to the human technologies of the first half
of the twentieth century. The test routinizes the complex ensemble of
social judgement on individual variability into an automatic device
that makes difference visible and notable. One no longer has to
observe children for long periods of time or compare large numbers
one with another in the classroom and the asylum in order to reveal
their similarities and differences. The test codifies, mathematizes, and
normalizes difference. It is a simple technical device, but one that can
be used to realize almost any psychological schema for differentiating
individuals in a brief time span, in a manageable space, at the will of
the expert. It has become an indispensable part of any modemn
programme for the government of individual differences.

The psychological test takes the powers of individuals and turns
them into writing as numbers, quotients, scores, profiles. This form
of writing has a clear vocation, which is the dossier, the portable
cumulative record of individual worth that is central to bureaucracy
and psychology alike. Its results are directed towards any institu-
tional forum where a calculation is to be made about personal
fortunes in terms of an assessment of individual capacities. In the
courtroom, the classroom, the consulting room, and the interview
room these inscriptions of individuality are pored over, compared,
weighed in the balance. They make the individual knowable,
calculable, and administrable, to the extent that he or she may be
differentiated from others and evaluated in relation to them. A



144 THE CHILD, THE FAMILY AND THE OUTSIDE WORLD

general science of the individual no longer appears a paradoxical
project; individuality has been made amenable to scientific
judgement.

With psychometrics the previously ungraspable domain of mental
capacities is opened up for government. What can now be judged and
administered is not what one does but what one is. These procedures
for administering children on the basis of judgements of their mental
capacities are not solely or even principally in the hand of legal
functionaries, although they have obligatory consequences for children
in terms of their school careers or distribution to different reformatory
institutions. The enquiries and the judgements are psychological.
They are not made in terms of a rule and its transgression, but in
terms of a norm and an assessment of normality.2! With psycho-
metrics, psychology had begun to establish its claim as the appropriate
authority to adjudicate upon the lives of individuals, to administer
them in such a way that would maximize their social utility and
minimize the social danger their difference might represent. In the
conception and technology of intelligence, for perhaps the first time, a
science of the soul was combined with a strategy for the government of
the individual.

Psychometrics rendered the intellect manageable. As a technique
for the judgement and allocation of children and adults it would have a
great destiny. The image of the normal curve, the concept of an
intelligence that was unitary, variable, assessable, summable into a
simple score, certainly has a wide currency. But despite the prolifera-
tion of the language of IQ into lay discourse, the market in manuals
for self-assessment of IQ, and the emergence of ‘user’ organizations of
those with a high IQ, psychometrics fits most readily into profes-
sionalized and bureaucratic modes of administration. Judgement is in
the hands of experts, decisions in the hands of administrators. The
consequence is that the individual is directed to one or other social or
institutional location. But pretty soon psychometrics was joined by
other normalized and normalizing visions of childhood, which appear
softer and more benign but which have become, by this very token,
more pervasive. The most powerful of these was the notion of
development.

It seems perverse to suggest that, prior to the early twentieth
century, children did not ‘develop’. Surely their growth from infancy to
maturity has always been obvious to any with eyes to see. Yet it was by
no means seclf-evident that a systematic knowledge of childhood
should be grounded in the notion that their attributes should be linked
along the dimension of time in a unified sequence. Young children had
been objects of philosophical interest in the eighteenth and nineteenth
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centuries, providing ‘crucial experiments’ that might reveal the
presence or absence of innate ideas and qualities, or show the extent to
which the attributes of humanity derived from sensations entering the
sense organs.22 But in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries a new scientific gaze focused upon the young child from the
perspective of evolution. Observation of young children could, it
appeared, cast light upon the nature of human evolution and the
characteristics distinguishing man from the animals. It might reveal
the extent to which human emotions and expressions were inborn or
learned. It might support the doctrines of recapitulation, for in the
same way as the development of the human embryo appeared to
repeat the stages of the physical evolution of the human species, the
development of the child appeared to repeat the stages of the cultural
evolution of humans from primitive to civilized.23 Time had become
integral to the sciences of nature — why not also to the sciences of
man?

From this perspective, Darwin, Preyer, Sully, Stanley Hall,
Claparede, and Baldwin all observed infants and described and
documented their emotions, words, and movements and the ways in
which these changed over time.2* Sully in England, and Stanley Hall in
the United States, sought to incorporate parents into this movement
for the scientific observation of children, and child study inspired
mothers and fathers to collate innumerable observations of their own
children. But the psychologists of the 1920s, while ritually acknowl-
edging these contributions, tended to discount them. It seemed that
the mere observation of children did not amount to science of
children. The accounts that had been put together were too idiosyn-
cratic, often anecdotal and unsystematic, neglecting important factors
like the influence of surroundings, varying in method from person to
person and hence lacking comparability. However suggestive they were
in their reflections on the changing behaviour and abilities of children
over time, it appeared that they did not themselves have the capacity
to found a discipline of childhood psychology.

Developmental psychology was made possible by the clinic and the
nursery school. Such institutions had a vital role, for they enabled the
observation of numbers of children of the same age, and of children of
a number of different ages, by skilled psychological experts under
controlled, experimental, almost laboratory conditions. They thus
simultaneously allowed for standardization and normalization - the
collection of comparable information on a large number of subjects
and its analysis in such a way as to construct norms. A developmental
norm was a standard based upon the average abilities or performances
of children of a certain age on a particular task or a specified activity. It
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thus not only presented a picture of what was normal for children of
such an age, but also enabled the normality of any child to be assessed
by comparison with this norm.

The gathering of data on children of particular ages over a certain
period, and the organization of this data into age norms, enabled the
norms to be arranged along an axis of time and seen as cross sections
through a continuous dimension of development. Growth and tem-
porality could become principles of organization of a psychology of
childhood. And normalization and development enabled individual
children to be characterized in terms of their position on this axis of
time relative to that deemed ‘normal’ for their age.

The work of Amold Gesell and his colleagues provides an exem-
plary demonstration of the techniques for the disciplining of human
difference. Gesell’s work was carried out at the Yale Psycho-Clinic,
which had opened in 1911 for the assessment and treatment of
children having problems at school. An early photograph captures the
essential elements of this project (Plate 1). Dr. Gesell is pictured in his
laboratory.25 The date is probably in the 1920s. The laboratory itself
manifests in its design and equipment the characteristics of the gaze
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Plate 1: Amold Gesell in his laboratory.

Sources: Norman L. Munn, Psychology: the Fundamentals of Human Adjust-
ment, 5th edition. London: George Harrap & Co. (1961:15).

Photo courtesy of Edward B. Gerard.
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that psychologists would, from this moment on, target upon the child.
It is a dome brilliantly lit within and designed for one-way vision.
Outside, able to see in without being seen themselves, are observers,
probably student psychologists. While one merely watches, another
writes notes with pencil upon a pad. A third, probably a technician,
operates a movie camera. Within the dome is the white coated
scientist. His gaze, like that of the observers within the picture, and
our own, is focused upon one particular spot. At the centre of the
dome, contained in a kind of playpen, sitting at a table, playing with
what appears to be a small brick, is a baby. This is a photograph of Dr
Amold Gesell testing a baby.

We should not be misled by the familiarity of such a scene. It is
surely something quite remarkable that this small creature should
have become the focus of this complex apparatus. The child is here
caught up within a complicated arrangement that will transform it
into a visible, observable and analyzable object, within a particular
rational scientific discourse (developmental psychology) making a
particular kind of claim upon our attention, a claim to truth.

The child, no doubt, is by now an old man or woman; it left the
laboratory long ago. But its traces remain in the form of records,
photographs, graphs, measurements. It is these traces or inscriptions,
together with those of many other similar children that have been
accumulated, combined, correlated, graded, and consolidated into the
object of developmental psychology.2é For the psychologist, as for
scientists elsewhere, inscriptions have a number of advantages over
their subjects themselves. Some of these are immediately apparent in
Gesell’s own work. Children are difficult to accumulate in large
numbers. Large rooms and considerable labour are required to hold
them side by side, to pick out common or differentiating features.
They change over time. Once dismissed from the laboratory it may be
impossible to reassemble them for further examination. Only a
limited number of observers can view them and thus be convinced of
the value of what the psychologist has to say about them. They are
unstable material for a science to work on.

Gesell solved this problem by photography. The movies were
analyzed frame by frame and still photographs produced (Plate 2).
These could be compared and contrasted, placed side by side and
examined at will, on the stable two-dimensional plane of the desk
rather than in the changing, three dimensional space of the
playroom or laboratory. They could form the material of cognitive
operations constrained only by the limits of the scientific imagina-
tion, operations that would be difficult to manage with the children
who were their subjects. The photographs could be assembled in
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DONTAREIRTS IRDOR

Plate 2: Normalizing Development.
Source: Amold Gesell, The First Five Years of Life. London: Methuen, {1950).

various combinations in order to search out regularities. ‘Repre-
sentative’ and ‘typical’ pictures could be differentiated from those
that were ‘odd’, ‘unusual’ or ‘atypical’. They could, that is to say, be
normalized. And they could then be arranged into a visual display
that summarized and condensed the multifaceted actions of the
children into a single array that could conveniently be deployed
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within scientific debate, in articles, textbooks, and teaching
materials.

Having been thus arrayed, a further transformation could occur
through work upon the inscriptions themselves. The photographs
themselves ‘showed’ typical behaviours but they did not yet embody
instructions as to how they were to be read. These instructions had to
be displayed separately, in the form of captions: ‘“Throwing’; ‘Train
without chimney’; ‘Tower of nine’. The captions function as direc-
tions; they serve to indicate those aspects of the photograph to which
we should attend and those which are not relevant: the smile on the
face, the length of hair, the ‘background’. At a later date, this
‘background’ would itself be ‘foregrounded’ under the rubric of ‘the
importance of context’. But here the scope of possible pertinent
features of the child and its actions has been radically simplified
through its rendering into a photograph, yet the trace does not yet fully
contain or embed the concept it ‘illustrates’. We are directed as to how
to read, but directions can be misunderstood.

Graphic displays indivisibly weld together the concept and the trace
(Plate 3). Thus the line drawings produced from Gesell’s work
minimized the problems of reading; the perspective of developmen-

Sits momaentarily
leaning on handy

Lifts head

Plate 3: Docile objects: drawings employed with the Gesell Developmental
Schedules to illustrate typical behaviour at 28 weeks of age.

Source: H. Knobloch and B. Pasaminick, eds, Gesell and Amantruda’s
Developmental Diagnosis, 3rd edition. Hagerstown, Maryland: Harper and
Row.
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talism was displayed as the texture of the child itself. The object so
produced had, to use Michael Lynch’s term, become docile; it had
internalized the norms of the scientific programme in the very form of
its inscription.?’ In these little drawings the child was reduced to its
essential elements. Only that which was normatively pertinent was
worthy of description.

The distance from the squalling, troublesome, and undisciplined
infants of the laboratory to these calm, ordered, and disciplined frames
is considerable. We should not, however, think of this as movement on
a dimension from the concrete to the abstract. Indeed, quite the reverse.

- These images are far more concrete, far more real than the child itself.
Children are ephemeral, shifting, elusive, changing before one’s eyes,
hard to perceive in any stable fashion. These images make the child
stable by constructing a perceptual system, a way of rendering the
mobile and confusing manifold of the sensible into a legible visual field.

The perceptual system of a science, the gaze it constructs for itself
and which makes it possible, is one in which the world impinging
upon our senses is normalized in the very act of becoming perceptible.
Thus, in Gesell’s laboratory, the activities of the child were scientifi-
cally legible to the extent that they were differentiated according to
scientific criteria of significance and insignificance. The phenomenal
world was rendered thinkable by charting its coincidences and
deviations from values and properties deemed normal. In this act of
scientific perception, the statements of a scientific discourse are not
separable from the object of discourse. The forms of knowledge have,
in a crucial sense, merged with the object itself.

In Gesell’s work these little line drawings exist alongside a
perceptual system of another type: the table (Plate 4). The table
condensed the meaning of many pictures into a single frame. The
frame provided simultaneously a means of perceiving, recording, and
evaluating. It providled a summation of those features of the
object-child that were developmentally significant at a particular age,
together with norms - percentage figures that authoritatively
announce the proportion of children who can do this or that at this
age. It enabled the formulation of a series of questions through
whose answers, here in the form of a simple affirmative or negative,
the unorthodox could be identified.

The scales, through the norms to which they were attached,
introduced a new division into the lives of small children, a division
between normal and abnormal in the form of the differentiation of
advanced and retarded. Behavioural items that were characteristic
and distinctive of different age levels were defined and organized
into scales with specifications of the ages at which a given
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24-MONTH LEVEL

(M) MOTOR
M-1 RUNS: without falling............... ceesessensnes
M-2 STAIRS: walks up and down alone.......... ceneens
M-9 LARGEBALL: kicks...........cov0nvure.
M-17 CUBES: tower of 6-7......ccccevvvnennn. ceseene .
M-22 BOOK: turns pages singly........coo000ennnn verens

(4) ADAPTIVE
A2 CUBES:towerof 6-7......cc0cvvvennnn teseseanens
A-3 CUBES: aligns 2ormore, train........ooo0vevnnees.
A-20 DRAWING: imitates Vstroke.......cocccueeevenn..
A-20 DRAWING: imitates circular stroke.................
A-28 SENTENCES: repeats 3—4 syllables. . ...............
A-12 FORMBOARD: places blocks on board scparately (F)
A-12 FORMBOARD: adaptsin 4 trials. .................
A-10 PERFORMANCE BOX: inserts square........ verees

(L) LANGUAGE
L-2 SPEECH: has discarded jargon...........e0uvvaeene
L-2 SPEECH: 3-word sentence.......ccocvvuenennse ceene
L-2 SPEECH:usesI,me,andyou.......ccoiiivunnnnens
L6 PICTURE CARDS: names3ormore...............
L-6 PICTURE CARDS: identifies 5 or more.............
L4 TEST OBJECTS: names2..........ccv0n..
L-5 BALL: 4 directions correct....... ceeaee teeecccecone

(P-S) PERSONAL-SOCIAL
FEEDING: inhibits turning of spoon
TOILET: dry at night if taken up
TOILET: verbalizes toilet needs fairly consistenty (r)
DRESSING: pulls on simple garment
COMMUNICATION: verbalizes immediate experiences
COMMUNICATION: refers to himself by his name
COMMUNICATION: comprehends and asks for “‘another”
PLAY: hands full cup of cubes to examiner
PLAY: plays with domestic mimicry (doll, teddy bear, etc.)
PLAY: parallel play predominates

Plate 4: Tabulating Life.

78 mos
12

20

(28)
8
29

N

151

24 m
43

(59)

Source: A. Gesell, The First Five Years of Life. London: Methuen, (1950:328).
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proportion of children could achieve the different levels on each
scale. Non-intellectual behaviour was thus rendered into thought,
disciplined, normalized, and made legible, inscribable, calculable.
Norms of posture and locomotion; of vocabulary, comprehension,
and conversation; of personal habits, initiative, independence, and
play could now be deployed in evaluation and diagnosis. The
discourse of development established a system of perception that
was capable of grasping any feature of life that could be construed as
changing over time. It grasped life in a form that could be effected
through a few simple operations: advanced or retarded? By how
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Plate 5: Landmarks of development.
Source: M. Lyddiard, The Mothercraft Manual. London: Churchill, {1924}
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many months? In the table life comes pre-digested, pre-calibrated,
pre-normalized.

We should not think of these procedures of inscription as merely
allowing the documentation of a familiar reality — the developing
child - in a more convenient form. While children and their
development, like persons and their peculiarities, have been the
object of attention from philosophers, theologians, philanthropists,
reformers, and savants for centuries, the devices and techniques for
visualization and inscription are not merely technical aids to
intellectual processes. To think this is to accord too much to a
faculty of abstract thought and too little to the technical
mechanisms by which thought operates. Technological changes are
simultaneously revolutions in consciousness. Techniques for visual-
izing and inscribing individual differences transform the intellectual
universe of the scientist and the practical universe of objects and
relationships to which things can be done. In short, technical
developments make new areas of life practicable.

Gesell’s work was followed in the 1930s by a series of other
attempts to use the same tactics of evaluation in similar situations.28
The children in such schools and nurseries were there, by and large,
because they had proved educationally troublesome, so it is not
surprising that their social and emotional behaviour was increasingly
evaluated in terms of adjustment and the development of socially
acceptable responses. The criterion of social approval and the concep-
tion of adjustment enabled the technical normalization of the develop-
mental scales in a manner similar to that used by Binet. They thus
provided the technique to assess the success of the efforts being made
for the practical normalization of educationally troublesome children.
We shall meet these troubled and troublesome children again in other
forums in the juvenile court and the child guidance clinic.

The scales generalized and extended some of the essential
characteristics of psychometrics. But they constituted a normalizing
vision of childhood that gained an even wider purchase upon reality.
For these scales were not merely means of assessment. They
provided new ways of thinking about childhood, new ways of seeing
children that rapidly spread to teachers, health workers, and parents
through the scientific and popular literature. Baby books, teacher
manuals, and psychology textbooks began to incorporate ‘landmarks
of development’ in tabular and pictorial form to enable anyone to
evaluate a child (Plate 5).29 All who had dealt with children in their
professional or personal life could now have their mind instructed
through the education of their gaze. In the space between the
behaviours of actual children and the ideals of the norm, new
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desires and expectations, and new fears and anxieties could be
inspired in parents, new administrative and reformatory aspirations
awakened in professionals. With the rise of a normative expertise of
childhood, family life and subjectivity could be governed in a new

way.



13 Adjusting the Bonds of Love

It is submitted that the evidence is now such that it leaves no room
for doubt ... that the prolonged deprivation of the young child of
maternal care may have grave and far-reaching effects on his
character and on the whole of his future life.l .

John Bowlby, 1952

In the contemporary family the personal projects of individuals to
live a good life, to infuse their actions and choices with meaning
and pleasure, to realize their ambitions, and to give 'their
existence a transcendental purpose in the face of certain death
have become linked to social obligations for the continual
reproduction and rearing of adequate numbers of healthy and
well-adjusted children. Personal desires have been caught up in
social networks of power and control, shaped and organized
through the images and criteria provided by professional
technicians of subjectivity and intersubjectivity. Projects and
technologies whose initial aims were to ward off underpopulation,
prevent social inefficiency, and rectify the social troubles of youth
have become connected to the vocabularies and techniques that
women and men themselves used to guide their lives and evaluate
their conduct. And ‘the family’ has come to operate as a social
mechanism for producing and regulating the subjective capacities
of future citizens and as the privileged pathway for the fulfilment
of individual wishes and hopes.

Many have investigated the intense concern with the mother—child
relation in the post-war period. Analyses frequently involve reference
to the socio-political interests at work in binding women to domes-
ticity and motherhood, the self-interested entrepreneurship of
professionals, and the mystifying character of the language of psych-
ology with its references to maternal deprivation, the bonding of
mother and child, and the matemal instinct. But it is worth following
each of these lines of criticism in the reverse direction. How did
familialization come to be an objective around which social forces
organized themselves in the post-war years? How was an expertise of
the materna