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Abstract

This paper discusses and theorizes on how it is possible to understand deconstruction methodologically, by putting to work deconstruction as an “exorbitant” ‘method’. Such a methodology is constituted by a ‘turning, bending and twisting’ of your own analysis, to question it and try to displace the meanings of it, in order to identify how and why you do the analysis you do, and what other analysis might be possible. The ethical implications of doing deconstruction as educational researcher are also made visible. Using the PhD student's qualitative, empirical research-data, during a seven month PhD course, the aim was doing deconstruction in co-operative writing and talking practices, rather than treating deconstruction as an object of philosophical study.

Introduction and background

Apparently we live in a time “after theory”, after poststructuralism and Derridean deconstruction (Eagelton, 2003). The reason why deconstruction can be understood as over and done with is that deconstruction was understood as a theory among others, states Hans Hauge (2006). If we, however and probably more correctly, understand deconstruction as a “resistance movement” – always, as Derrida says, at work – then there can be no “end” or “after” of deconstruction (Ibid.). It is the incomprehensibility of this understanding of deconstruction, in our dualistic (including, excluding) thinking, that make us hang on to thinking in terms of beginnings and ends; as well as polarizing what is a method from what is theory; what the difference is between knowing deconstruction, and doing it; and how theory is different from practice or method. This need to essentialise polarized meanings is problematic when it comes to deconstruction, since deconstruction points to the necessity of transgressing the either or of such dichotomized thinking into thinking in terms of theorizing and methodolo[gizing]. This is about moving from stable and definable nouns to the destabilizing motions of verbs; i.e. deconstruction constitutes a theorizing and methodologizing to produce knowledges that are in a state of becoming; but with no finite-definable end-state to ‘become’, these knowledges are always in the making (compare Davies, 2000). Deconstruction can, as I understand it, be understood as a necessity, in relation to our dominant ideals of doing research, by continuously searching for new ways of understanding the world. As ‘deconstructionists’ we do not give up ‘truth’ just because we trouble the preconditions for how we come to understand something as ‘true’, but we examine the ‘truing’ of the truths, and trouble stable categories, to be able to transgress and/or displace them and make other (temporary) ‘truths’/meanings possible. In the below quote Derrida talks about the necessity of deconstruction in his practice as a philosopher, but without giving up the ideas of the ‘nouns’ (presence, voice, living) that gives his life fundamental meaning, but yet are so necessary to deconstruct for him as a philosopher: 

I confess that everything I oppose, so to speak, in my texts, everything that I deconstruct – presence, voice, living, voice and so on – is exactly what I’m after in life. I love the voice, I love presence, I love…; there is no love, no desire without it. So, I’m constantly denying, so to speak, in my life what I’m saying in my books or my teaching. Which doesn’t mean that I don’t believe what I write, but I try to understand why there is what I call Necessity, and I write this with a capital ‘N’ … a Necessity which compels me to say that there is no immediate presence, compels me to deconstruct and say that there is an interruption, there is a possibility for a letter not to arrive at its destination and so on…. Nevertheless, in my life, I do the opposite. I live as if, as if it were possible of the letter to reach its destination or somehow to be present with voice, or vocal presence. 

(Derrida, 2003, p. 8)

So, if deconstruction can be understood as such a necessity in philosophy, how can it be activated or done in (educational) research? During a seven-month PhD course called Deconstruction in Feminism, Ethics, Politics and Education twelve participants and I aimed at doing deconstruction, rather than treating deconstruction as an object of philosophical study. In the course we worked with a vast variety of empirical data/’texts’; teaching materials in science; transcripts of interviews with teachers, students, young children and Iranian adult immigrants; videotape transcripts from children interacting in preschools; curriculum texts; school-plans on ethics and order; developmental plans on individual children; evaluation-forms from student-teachers; collective biography narratives (Davies & Gannon, 2006). From within a deconstructionist discourse this basically meant trying out multiple ways of doing deconstruction; talking deconstructively; deconstructing your readings on deconstruction; deconstructing your own empirical data, and deconstructing your own deconstructions; co-operatively deconstructing empirical data, and deconstructing other participants’ deconstructions; writing on deconstruction, and writing deconstructively
. This paper theorizes on how it is possible to understand deconstruction methodologically, by putting to work deconstruction as an “exorbitant” ‘method’. It also briefly discusses the ethical implications of doing deconstruction of your own analyses as educational researcher.

In its first sections the paper theorizes on deconstruction as methodology by referring to a few aspects of the co-operative deconstructive work in the PhD-course. The latter part of the paper consists of an example of parts of the written and ‘talked’ deconstructive readings made by a smaller group of PhD students and myself around a short interview-transcript with a five-year-old boy considered by the school to have “special needs”.

Doing deconstruction, rather than treating deconstruction as an object of study

When deciding to do a course in deconstruction I wanted to go against the usual practice of PhD-course-work where one reads and discusses theoretical texts in order to understand what the writer is trying to say and what consequences this might have for the specific field of research. Lynn Fendler talks about the relationship between philosophy and the social or human sciences in terms of three different relationships (Fendler, 2006). In the two most common relationships philosophy remains an object of study. The first is constituted by understanding a certain philosopher’s texts to be able to apply them to research or educational practices. The second refers to using philosophy to inform and inspire praxis, or using it as a lens when studying praxis. The most difficult and uncommon way of using philosophy is doing it as a praxis in research says Fendler (2006). Philosophy as praxis transgresses the theory (philosophy) – practice (praxis) binary. For research practice this means transgressing the theory – methodology binary. 
In the beginning of the course-work I wanted to work deconstructively with the deconstructionist literature, educational philosophical texts, as well as with stories/narratives and process-writings written by the participants themselves. Our work with deconstructive texts, or texts ‘on’ deconstruction, entailed a strategy of trying to understand deconstruction, not by trying to ‘decipher’ what it might mean, but by actually doing/performing deconstruction on your own readings of the literature. In short this means that you process-write on how you understand what you are reading, and then work deconstructively on this piece of writing to understand what discourses you use when trying to make sense of the deconstructionist text. The next step is trying to displace that reading after hearing/reading other participant’s deconstructions of the same text. The idea then is not to discuss what is ‘the right or true’ reading, but rather to figure out what discourses that already dominate our individual understandings, and work towards displaced understandings that makes meaning (of deconstruction) differently. Further into the course, the participants selected transcripts of their own research data, which were sent out for co-operative deconstructive readings. I will give examples of this in the latter part of the paper. In the next section I will discuss and theorise on how it is possible to understand deconstruction methodologically, referring to a few aspects of the course-work. This work initially proved to be rather difficult, in terms of power-relationships, as well as in relation to the actual bodily experiences of getting into texts and practices of deconstruction, as I have described and problematised elsewhere (Lenz Taguchi, working-paper).

The (im)possibility of deconstruction as a ‘method’

Martin McQuillan introduces the book Deconstruction. A Reader with a quote from Derrida from Letter to a Japanese Friend where Derrida states: “What deconstruction is not? Everything of course! What is deconstruction? Nothing of course!” (McQuillan, 2000, p.1). McQuillan continues by saying: 

If we say we are going to do something ‘methodologically’ we mean that we are going to follow a set of rules or fixed procedures, which if followed through will yield the desired result. /…/ There is no set of rules, no criteria, no procedure, no programme, no sequence of steps, no theory to be followed in deconstruction. (McQuillan, 2000, p.3-4)

McQuillan’s quote illustrates what we generally talk about as a method. A method must have fixed procedures, rules and criteria, whereas doing and thinking methodologically does necessarily not. Poststructuralist theory has for a long time troubled the concept of method in the social and educational sciences, without giving up on doing something ‘methodologically’, or, as suggested above, methodolo[gizing] your ‘data’ in close relationship to your theorizing, as is done in feminist poststructuralist research (compare Lather, 1991; 2004). In a recent handbook on research methods in the social sciences Maggie MacLure explains why deconstruction cannot be seen as methodology ‘as-usual’. She writes in a chapter called “Deconstruction as a method of research”, with a deconstructive strike-through that signals the importance of that if we talk of deconstruction as a ‘method’, we need to do so “under erasure”; i.e. simultaneously deconstruct the dominant and taken-for-granted meanings of methodology.

[T]o call it a method or theory is to conjure another metaphysical opposition, between an external world and deconstruction, as if this were something separate which could be ‘applied’. Deconstruction is always inextricably tangled up with whatever is its object. (Burman & McLure, 2004, p.286). 

This reasoning relates to what I below will discuss as the conditions of the “exorbitant” ‘method’, and the closure of the textual ‘orbit’ that constitutes all of our understandings of the world. Denying that deconstruction is a method implies in itself the possibility of deconstruction as methodology, since saying that something is not always implies being dependent/part of/defined by that which it isn’t. McQuillan acknowledges this as he again quotes Derrida when describing deconstruction as “’pas de methode’”, and explaining that; “the word pas in French means both ‘not’ and ‘step’, so this ambiguous phrase can be translated as either ‘not a method’ or ‘a methodological step’” (McQuillan, 2000, p.5). He concludes that deconstruction thus is “simultaneously not a method and a step in, or towards, a methodology” (ibid.).

In his book Deconstruction in a Nutshell (1997) John Caputo cleverly uses the imagery of the nutshell to illustrate what deconstruction is and what it is not. The nutshell constitutes the Enlightenment idea of searching and finding the essentialism of things by gathering data, and to research for the probable by exclusion of the improbable. It is the Enlightenment Aufklärer’s desire to explain the world by constructing “laws”, if you will, in the form of a nutshell. This is the kind of research we rely upon in medicine, economics and social sciences in our fight for social betterment. What deconstruction does is not to question this research in order to cast it away, but rather to have us question the premises and power-producing effects of the truths in the “nutshells”. Deconstruction shows in what ways the ‘real’ is constructed, and what systems of discourse produce knowledge in certain ways, writes Davies and Gannon (2004, p. 38). It constitutes the ‘impossible’ – “exorbitant” – ‘method’ of what can be understood as a healthy self-suspicion as researcher. And yet, the simultaneous ‘impossibility’ that is constituted by the ‘excessiveness’, and the much to much high prize to pay by demanding of yourself to go back to your own analysis and ‘turn, bend and twist’ it around; question it and try to displace the meanings of it, in order to identify how and why you do the analysis you do as a researcher, and what other analysis might be possible. So, if science ‘as-usual’ is constituting analyses as ‘nutshells’ “[o]ne might even say that cracking nutshells is what deconstruction is. In a nutshell” (Caputo, 1997, p.32). Thus the “exorbitance” entails something else than following “a set of rules or fixed procedures, which if followed through will yield the desired result” (McQuillan, 2000, p.3-4). It is about looking for the improbable, the unanticipated, the infinite; an inventionalism instead of an essentialism; a dissemination instead of a ‘gathering’; a deconstruction instead of a reconstruction.

But why? Derrida writes on deconstruction as doing supplementary readings of the text (1976). These readings constitute what we need to do to be able to, in a sense, ‘do justice’ rather than to construct laws, but without dismissing the laws. We deconstruct the law, if you will, to be able to ‘do justice’ to those to whom the law is applied. As researchers we need to, not just gather data and analyse the possible laws, but also ‘do justice’ to our data, by analyzing how it is that we arrive at the analyses that we do, and laws that we construct. But we also need to ‘do justice’ in relation to what consequences those laws may have when applied. I will quote Derrida at length below, since in this quote ‘he encapsulates’ – in a nutshell! – what deconstruction can be understood to be all about.

So, the law as such can be deconstructed and has to be deconstructed. That is the condition of historicity, revolution, morals ethics, and progress. But justice is not the law. Justice is what gives us the impulse, the drive, or the movement to improve the law, that is, to deconstruct the law. Without a call for justice we would not have any interest in deconstructing the law. That is why I said that the condition of possibility of deconstruction is a call for justice. /…/ I cannot know that I am just. I can know that I am right. I can see that I act in agreement with norms, with the law. /…/ You can calculate what is right. /…/ But the fact that it is rightly calculated does not mean that it is just. /…/ You cannot calculate justice. Levinas says somewhere that the definition of justice – which is very minimal but which I love, which I think is really rigorous – is that justice is the relation to the other. That is all. Once you relate to the other as the other then something incalculable comes on the scene, something which cannot be reduced to the law or the history of legal structures. That is what gives deconstruction its movement, that is, constantly to suspect, to criticize the given determinations of culture, of institution, of legal systems, not in order to destroy them or simply to cancel them, but to be just with justice, to respect this relation to the other as justice (Derrida, 1997, p.16-17).

Deconstruction as an “exorbitant” ‘method’

The above understanding of deconstruction as an “exorbitant” ‘method’ necessarily needs to be supplemented with another aspect of deconstruction. John Caputo, from whom I have ‘imported’ the concept, puts forward that exorbitance presupposes an orbit to displace (Caputo, 1997, p.77). As a methodology then, the “exorbitant” ‘method’ displaces the rules of the method to follow, but, and very importantly, an orbit there is always a ‘re-turn’ from the turn, bent or twist, ‘back’ to the dominant meanings. Not to retake it, but to acknowledge it as that of which the displacement is dependent on its new meaning. Derrida can be read as confirming this imagery of the orbit in his suggestion that “everything is text” and “there is nothing outside of the text” (“il n’y a pas de hors-text”) (Derrida, 1976, p.158). Deconstruction is done from within the desire of finding or constructing (temporary and situated) ‘truths’; within the closure of the orbit, yet it displaces it all the same, as ‘truth’ must be constantly reconsidered and reformulated. By “crossing out”; i.e. temporarily “erasing” or putting under erasure (the Derridean concept of “sous rature”), the sign and it’s dominant meaning, whether this text consists of an interview transcript or an evaluation form, other (im)possible readings are made possible. The ‘erasure’ of the sign doesn’t mean that the original/traditional meaning is actually erased; it remains legible/readable through the displaced reading in the movement of “sous rature” (Derrida, 1976; Spivak, 1976). It (the displacement) depends on it (the original meaning) for its new meaning.

What I am getting at is that no matter how many times writings on deconstruction clearly states that deconstruction is not a method; I want to show the necessity of thinking and doing deconstruction in a sense methodologically, or, differently put; as ‘method’ under erasure. As a ‘deconstructionist’, there is no research where theory and method are not one and the same; where the one is not totally dependent on the other; where the theory – methodology binary must be understood as dissolved, or if you wish, transgressed into something else, while, in a sense, still being/remaining there. 

The co-operative/affirmative aspects of deconstruction

Derrida has said that deconstruction is much less about questioning and much more about affirmation, even if that affirmation always includes a deconstructive questioning (Derrida in Caputo, 1997). The affirmative “Yes, yes”, is what Derrida’s critique of metaphysical philosophy of the Present is all about. The “yes” as the affirmative of the Other and the world that precedes the questioning of it, and thus the key-question that constitutes Western philosophy – the question of Being; être (Derrida, 1976; 2002). He says: 

“… the fact that deconstruction is ‘yes,’ is linked to the ‘yes,’ is an affirmation. /…/ I say ‘yes’ as a starting point. Nothing precedes the ‘yes.’ The ‘yes’ is the moment of institution, of the origin; it is absolutely originary” (Derrida, 1997, p.27).

In relation to doing deconstruction the affirmation and welcoming of the Other, and responsibility for the Other, becomes obvious when working co-operatively in a smaller or larger group, as well as when exchanging writings and writing literally within each others writing during the PhD course. Getting into processes like that is only possible if there is an affirmation, benevolence and welcoming of the Other. It contains a certain amount of vulnerability and risk in relation to the Other, and thus a mutual responsibility in handling each others’ texts and utterances of speech. 

In a feminist poststructural understanding of subjectification we become subjects in a simultaneous process of being subjected to collectively formulated dominant discourses and subjecting ourselves to them by picking up normalized meanings, or – alternatively – going against the grain of these meanings and perhaps also formulating resistance discourses (Butler, 1997; Davies, 2000; Foucault, 1988). The subject can be understood as an individual patchwork of co-operatively negotiated understandings, resistance-discourses and the normalizing power-production of dominant and excluded discursive meanings. In such an understanding the researcher as subject can only ‘understand’/make meaning by using the discursive tools available to her/him. We pick up the tools that ‘lay most readily at hand’, or to quote Judith Butler directly: “There is only a taking up of the tools where they lie, where the very ‘taking up’ is enabled by the tool lying there” (Butler, 1990, p.145). As researchers we pick up the ‘tools’ from within the scientific discourses that we use to make meaning of our empirical data; construct our scientific ‘texts’, and ourselves as researchers. To a certain extent this constitutes a danger of a discursive closure (Derrida, 1976) that makes it difficult for us to think our data within any other discourses that can produce meaning of the data differently, and thereby deconstruct the power-production in our own dominant ways of thinking, analysing and writing up our data.

The co-operative deconstructive process that we tried to do in the PhD course-work aimed at displacing our individual meaning-making strategies and make visible the power-production in them in relation to the data analysed. By letting one, two or three other researchers deconstruct our data independently from each other and then comparatively read the different deconstructions, as well as talk deconstructively about them, revealed our own discursive closures (Lenz Taguchi, 2005; working-paper). It also became apparent that if the other ‘deconstructors’ were from a different field of study; natural sciences or ethnography, rather than early childhood education or special education, (which were the fields that most of the PhD students came from), the readings would differ in totally unexpected ways.

Our experience was that deconstructing someone else’s deconstruction is easier than deconstructing your own deconstruction. It seems easier to let go of your taken-for-granted assumptions when deconstructing someone else’s data. We recognized our dependence on each other to make ourselves aware of our own orbital closures of meaning-making when deconstructing our data.

The doing of deconstruction – An example

With the example below I want to try to show both how we got stuck in our dominant and taken-for-granted discourses, and how we in a co-operative deconstructive process are able to transgress into other (im)possibilities of thinking our data.

The example is from an interview with a five-year-old boy. The focus of the interview is on what happened the day before as the class went to the river to make bark-boats. The interviewer wants this particular boy to talk freely on this topic, in order to find out more about how children construct themselves and are constructed by the environment of the school as pupils. In the left column is the interview-transcript. The bold and underlined words are picked out to be used for the analysis of the researcher in the right column. In the right column the researcher identifies what she considers the power-producing dichotomies and offers her analysis.

	I: OK. Here I sit with you E and a while ago I sat here with M. How are you feeling?

E: I am OK.

I: Do you like being interviewed?

E: Yes, a little.

I: Today I was thinking we should just talk for a little while. And you will decide what we should talk about, but I have a question for you, since I wasn’t here yesterday. I missed out on that day because I had other things to do. How was yesterday? What happened?

E: Well, it was… [A grown up person walks by to get something. E stops talking. He snuffles; is quiet for a while and then starts talking with a weak voice.] 

I: What did you say?

E: It was good.

I: What was good?

E: [Somewhat irritated] The whole day was good.

I: You made boats out of bark from a tree?

E: Hmm.

I: Did you have fun?

E: Yes, I did.

I: Did you get to carve the boat yourself?

E: Yes, we did.

I: And then you put them into the water?

[E seems embarrassed.]

E: Hmm.

I: Did you have a competition?

E: Hmm. But my boat sank. It jumped… and landed up side down.

I: So, you had…

E: I did a rather nice funeral for it, cause S threw flowers on the boat.

I: So it sank or did it turn over first?

E: OK listen! It turned over and I had made a man sitting on it who died, and it floated up side down… S threw flowers so it turned out well [the last sentence is uttered almost unhearable.] 

I: What did you do then?

E: I went away and shouted [changes his voice to a louder pitch.] “Leave the ship, the boat is sinking!” I said and went away.

I: So, you didn’t turn angry?

E: No. 
	trust – suspicion 

E is hesitant but shows some trust.

loud voice – weak voice

He still shows trust in me but his voice is weak as another grown up passes by.
“the whole day” – part of the day

the day went well – a bad day

What is not said here but later is that only parts of the day was actually good, later he tells me about the bad part of the day.
to “sink” – not sinking

“up side down” – right side up

Here E tells me about his defeat. His boat did not manage the ride with the right side up.

supporting action from S – no one did anything

accept supporting action – push away support

S supports E and E accepts the support from S.

show feelings – denying feelings

S supports E who is happy about it.

good ending – Bad ending

The defeat turns into something good with the help of S.

to act – to be passive

positive – negative

to be someone you are not – to be who you are

E acted instead of being passive when he felt defeat. He turned his disappointment into something positive, but he had to be someone that he is not to do it.


The extract constitutes one of the very first empirical data that was sent out for other participants in the course to co-operatively deconstruct in a smaller group. The researcher who did the interview and made the initial readings of her own data (above) did this analysis half a year before the course started. She now realized that her analysis is problematic, and that she wants for us to help her read the data differently. In this early analysis she had picked out central concepts that she thought produced discursive power-production within the text, but she only picked out three words that were actually in the interview text: “the whole day”, to “sink” and “up side down”. The rest of the concepts/words were her (discursive) ‘understandings’ of the interview, based on her prior experience and knowledge as researcher/teacher about the boy. She interprets the boy’s behaviour as “showing trust” in relation to her. In her interpretation she states that E is not being entirely “truthful” when saying that the day was good, when it turns out it wasn’t entirely good later on in the interview. The boy has experienced a “defeat”, but is then supported by the girl S, which is understood in terms of; he “turned his disappointment into something good”. The researcher interprets the boy’s reactions as “active”, but that this also meant “being someone you are not” to be able to handle his “disappointment”. In her commentary, as an attached document to the interview transcript and analysis, she concludes: 

E struggles with himself and his difficulties to be in a good relationship with the children around him. He has difficulties in handling his subjectivity as a good school boy, which is of course the dominating idea in school. S in this context is supporting the boy and helps him overcome his defeat. /…/ E accepts S support which is a step in the right direction for him, but he is still unsure of S being a friend.

When talking deconstructively in smaller group, we ask ourselves how it is that she understands the interview data the way she does; i.e. what it is that informs her reading of the data when analysing it. In a deconstructive understanding we ask what theoretical tools the researcher has access to, or that are available to her, in her practicing analysing empirical data. In such a perspective any “innocent” reading or analysis of data is always and already theoretical, even though we are not explicitly theorizing the data (compare Davies & Gannon, 2004). The reading of the interview data then rather constitutes a reading of the researcher’s discursively constituted understandings of the boy in this context, which are always also theoretical. She already had a theoretically informed belief (or preconception) of this child’s problems in constituting himself as a learning subject in school, informed by discourses of developmental psychology and her training as a special-needs teacher. The identification of the researcher’s discursively constituted understandings became visible when her reading was put side by side with another researcher’s deconstructive reading. This reading was not done of the interview-transcript but of the analysis made by the first researcher. In the left column is the first researcher’s analysis, and to the right the second researcher has constructed dichotomies from the first reading to enable a deconstruction. The underlined words and expressions (in the left column) are the ones the second researcher picked out to work deconstructively with. In the right column the cited words are put in bold to emphasis what is producing meaning in the text. The other side of the dichotomy is a suggestion of what is not present in the analysis of the first researcher.

	trust – suspicion 

E is hesitant  but shows some trust.

loud voice – weak voice

He still shows trust in me but his voice is weak as another grown up passes by.
the whole day – part of the day

the day went well – a bad day

What is not said here but later is that only parts of the day was actually good, later he tells me about the bad part of the day.
to sink – not sinking

up side down – right side up

Here E tells me about his defeat. His boat did not manage the ride with the right side up.

supporting action from S – no one did anything

accept supporting action – push away support

S supports E and E accepts the support from S.

show feelings – denying feelings

S supports E who is happy about it.

good ending – Bad ending

The defeat turns into something good with the help of S.

to act – to be passive

positive – negative

to be someone you are not – to be who you are

E acted instead of being passive when he felt defeat. He turned his disappointment into something positive, but he had to be someone that he is not to do it.
	“hesitant” – sure of himself

“shows trust” – mistrust

“weak voice “– strong voice

“not said” – told/said

“defeat” – victory

“not manage” – manage

wrong side up – “right side up”

S. supports E. – no support 

“happy” about support – show no feelings

“defeat turns to good” – defeat turns to bad

“acted”/active – passive

“disappointed” – not disappointed

“had to be someone that he is not” – being himself


In this reading of the data it is made visible that what is present in the analysis is an understanding of the boy as suspicious of grown-ups in a negative way that makes him hesitant to trust them, and that he is not truthful, however doing some improvements. He shows gratitude when helped out, and in spite of his disappointment he is active and acts differently from what he usually does.

By reading that which is not in the text – the absences/the excluded – an (im)possible reading of the boy as a self-reliant and trustworthy boy is made visible as alternative to the dominant. This boy is sure of himself, and uses a strong voice and says that what he believes is true. He has a healthy mistrust in relation to the grown ups in school. He manages well with little support from others. When victorious he shows no feelings, and when in defeat he is not disappointed.

There is nothing in the interview transcript that indicates that we can not understand the boy as sure of himself with a healthy mistrust towards the grown-ups, yet the first researcher’s reading gives a totally different picture of the boy. When returning back to the first analysis in a deconstructive talk, with this second deconstructive reading made visible besides, we try to understand what is going on in the interview-transcript differently. If we take into account that this researcher as a trained special-needs teacher is doing an interview with a child diagnosed as a child with special needs, the interview transcript can be read in a different way. Informed by a philosophy of special-needs she literary guides the boy through the interview, worried that he will find the interview situation awkward and that he will not trust her. Her ways of posing the questions can be read as trying to eagerly support a boy who she has a preconception about having problems with trusting grown-ups, and not being willing to partake in numerous activities. She concludes in her analysis of the day by the water that “E acted instead of being passive when he felt defeat. He turned his disappointment into something positive”. This reading can be understood as the researcher wanting to make a positive and benevolent reading of the boy’s behaviour.

Understanding the analysis of the first researcher this way identifies what theoretical tools are available to the researcher and what line of analysis she does. This high-lights the importance of understanding that analytical work as a researcher is always already theoretically informed (Davies & Gannon, 2004). She tries to, in a hermeneutic sense; understand the data as if the data itself held the analysis, rather than being a result of her theoretically informed reading. On the other hand, and perhaps more important, the reading makes visible the difficulty to rid yourself of thinking that your reading of the data will be ‘truer’ if you read into the data as much as possible about what you already ‘know’ to be true about the interviewee and the context. This was an aspect of the deconstructive work that we discussed at length, in relation to the difficulties we had, in trying to stick to the data and what is said, and then the discursively informed choices of the opposite in the dichotomies, when suggesting what can be understood as absent or not said in the text. One of the participants wrote on this issue in a piece of process-writing:

I am almost shocked about that I immediately want to know who it is that has written this piece of material and with what purpose. I want to know more about what the researcher did with the children, and what she already knows. I understand this frustrating desire for more information as a sign of that I think the data can become transparent if I know all of this background information. But the whole idea with deconstruction is exactly that; that things can not be transparent that way. (Participant K-H from deconstruction-protocol 2006-03-17)

Yet, another participant refers to our very first session when discussing this problem in an e-mail:

I think about how we in our first session worked [deconstructively] with T’s story on what it is to be a PhD student, and how difficult it was for him when we deconstructed his story only through the text, without asking him if this or that was what he meant or how he had been thinking writing that. We just worked with the words on the paper. In that respect what actually happened was that the text deconstructed ‘itself’. “Everything is in the text” and “not letting go of what is in the text” has a totally new meaning for me now, and hits me back in the head as a boomerang… (Participant A-P from mail 2006-01-25).

These participants touch upon some very important aspects and difficulties when engaging in deconstructive work; that data is not transparent or innocent evidence of that which is ‘real’; nor are our readings of data innocent (Davies & Gannon, 2004, p.38). And, as Davies and Gannon clearly point out; researchers are not separate from their data (ibid.). So, what happens in the reading above is that the researcher reads the data with the privileging logic of the dominant discourses of developmental psychology and a special-needs philosophy. These are so thoroughly inscribed in her that we can understand them as constituting a logocentric hegemony (Derrida, 1976). The interview text becomes, as Caputo writes, “’neutralized,’ ‘numbed,’ ‘inhibited,’” by the logocentric hegemony (1997, p.83). The deconstructions made by other participants in a co-operative deconstructive process will, however, displace the first reading. The logocentrism of reading-your-research-data-as-usual, (the “nutshell”), will be “cracked open” after the deconstructive talks around the multiple readings made. 

In the following reading the deconstructor asks what kind of boy it is that is constructed through the very interview situation. How does this conversation between E and the researcher constitute him as a school-boy? How will the boy pick up the researcher’s ideas about what it is to be a good school-boy in a “correct manner” from within the interview situation? The reading below puts the research discourse of the interview “under erasure” in this particular interview-situation. It is basically a deconstruction of the short descriptive and contextualizing text attached to the interview-transcript, but also adds on what kinds of questions are asked to the boy.

I sit in a room with E who is a pupil in the pre-school class in this school. The pre-school class is small, five girls and three boys and I have conversations with one child at the time. It’s the end of May and the day before the children have been by the river with their teacher and an elderly lady from the village. They have made boats out of bark from a tree. I chose not to be present that day. My intention is to hear what the children have to tell from the day at the river, to be able to know more about what the children find interesting in this particular situation. My eyes are focussed on how children construct themselves and are constructed by the environment as pupils, and how they master and subordinate themselves as pupils.

	INTERVIEW

“in a room” (APPROPRIATE PLACE) – anywhere (ANY & DIFFERENT PLACES)

“one child at the time” (EACH CHILD’S VOICE) – all at once (CO-CONSTRUCTION)

“hear what the children have to tell” (ANYTHING) – ask of specific things (SPECIFIC INFO)

“what the children find interesting” (INTERESTING) – what did not happen that day/ what was trivial (TRIVIAL)

“do you like being interviewed?” (FORMAL) – talk freely and randomly (INFORMAL)

“should just talk for a little while” (LIMITED TIME) – talk without decided time (UNLIMITED)

“you will decide” – the researcher decides

(QUESTIONS): “what?”; “how?” what was?” “did you?” “you made?” – (NO QUESTIONS)




In spite of the explicit idea of letting children talk with the researcher in a more informal manner, for them to reveal “how they construct themselves and are constructed by the environment as pupils, and how they master and subordinate themselves as pupils”, this deconstructive reading suggests that a formal interview-discourse is dominating the situation and producing power in relation to the boy and the interviewer/researcher. The ‘innocent’ idea about being able to talk to children in order to get hold of and understand how they “master and subordinate themselves” might be understood as in itself a subordinating situation for the child. The researcher also subordinates herself in relation to this dominant interview-discourse. Apparently the talk turns out to end up in a significant pattern of: I ask questions – you answer, in spite of the explicit intention that the boy should decide himself upon what to tell from what happened yesterday. How can the boy distinguish the researcher from any other grown up in the school within the discursive practice of such a practice? This will be an important question in the research analysing how children construct themselves as pupils. 

So, the excluded discourse – what is absent/not taking place (what is on the right-hand side of the dichotomies above) – is an informal talk; at any possible and comfortable place; with several children co-constructing meaning around anything that they find interesting, under unlimited time conditions where the grown up person is not asking any specific questions. And, again, what is rather taking place in the text is that the researcher seems to know what she wants to have information about, and she keeps on asking questions about that. The boy doesn’t know what the researcher wants to know at first, but, as the deconstrutor suggests, he ‘reads’ the situation and answers accordingly.

When discussing this reading on what different discourses of interviewing do; i.e. how they construct the child and the interviewer respectively, this ‘deconstructor’ suggests that the boy might ‘know’ that the grown ups want him to have “good days”; behave well; take his defeats with temper; play better with other children than he usually does etc. and answers the questions dutifully and accordingly, although perhaps not very enthusiastically? She also suggests the (im)possible reading that the boy might somehow sense, (well inscribed in the developmentally appropriate discourse), that he is supposed to answer the questions of what he did yesterday rationally and truthfully, according to his age and maturity. And, as the first reading shows, this is also the criteria by which he is judged, when the researcher implies that he is not entirely truthful and is not “himself”. If we read the interview this way the boy can be understood in a totally different way. He is then actually materializing the good school-boy in this very interview; the boy that everyone wants him to be/become!

During the ‘deconstructive talk’ in the group, where different readers offered different readings of the transcript, displacements of the different readings where made. A displacement of the reading above on the interview-discourse was done in relation to the interview in terms of power-production and positionings of the interviewer and the boy. In such a reading a strong imagery of a classical interrogation situation comes to surface, as if this boy was on ‘trial’ for being suspected to having behaved badly (having controlled his temper or not at yesterdays visit to the river). The questions of the researcher are questions she already thinks she knows the answer of (as a prosecutor). She is suspicious about if the boy could really manage his temper based on her prior knowledge of this boy, revealed in the commentary provided by the interviewer along with the transcript as already cited above: “E struggles with himself and his difficulties to be in a good relationship with the children around him. He has difficulties in handling his subjectivity as a good school boy, which is of course the dominating idea in school.”

In the below deconstructive analysis the power-production is made visible. The reading here is analysing what is happening; who is asking what, and how the questions and answers are posed and provided on the left-hand side in bold of the dichotomized citations. With other words this is what is read as present in the text. What is read as absent or excluded is written on the right hand side. What is chosen as the opposite, absent or excluded is of course also theoretically informed and in that sense a choice made by the deconstructing researcher that could have been a different one. Another way of setting up the dichotomized expressions will generate other readings and understandings. The readings below are clearly informed by a feminist poststructural understanding of power-production (Davies, 2000; Davies & Gannon, 2004; Lather, 1991, Lenz Taguchi, 2004, 2005). I have chosen to only show a smaller part of the rather lengthy deconstruction in the columns below. 

	I: OK. Here I sit with you E and a while ago I sat here with M. How are you feeling?
E: I am OK.

I: Do you like being interviewed?

E: Yes, a little.

/…/ 

I: What did you say?

E: It was good.

I: What was good?

E: [Somewhat irritated] The whole day was good.

I: You made boats out of bark from a tree?

E: Hmm.
/…/

I: Did you have a competition?
E: Hmm. But my boat sank. It jumped… and landed up side down.

I: So, you had…
E: I did a rather nice funeral for it, cause S threw flowers on the boat.
I: So it sank or did it turn over first?
E: OK listen! It turned over and I had made a man sitting on it who died, and it floated up side down… S threw flowers so it turned out well [the last sentence is uttered almost unhearable.] 

I: What did you do then?

E: I went away and shouted [changes his voice to a louder pitch.] “Leave the ship, the boat is sinking!” I said and went away.

I: So, you didn’t turn angry?
E: No. 
	I: “How are you feeling?” – no question of care about how the boy is feeling

C: “OK” [resistant or hesitant answer?]

 – not OK [strong answer]

I: “Do you like being interviewed?” – no question of care about what you like or not

C: “Yes, a little” [resistant or hesitant answer?] – a lot [enthusiastic answer]

/…/

I: What did you say? - no interest in what he says

E: “weak voice” [resistant or hesitant?]
 – loud voice [strong response]

E: “It was good” [indifferent response?]

– it was bad [strong answer]

I: “What was good?” – no interest in specifying the answer

E: “Somewhat irritated” – no irritation

E: “The whole day” – not specifying the answer

I: “You made boats out of bark from a tree?” – not asking question she knows the answer of

E: “Hmm” [resistant or hesitant answer?]

– elaborated, interested or strong answer

/…/

I: “Did you have a competition?” – not asking questions she knows the answer of
E: “Hmm” [resistant or hesitant answer?]

– elaborated, interested or strong answer

E: “But my boat sank. It jumped… and landed up side down” [trying to explain] – not giving specified answer

I: “So, you had…” [trying interrupt] – not interrupting E.

E: “I did a rather nice funeral for it, cause S threw flowers on the boat” [trying to explain] -

not giving specified answer

I: “So it sank or did it turn over first?” [specifying the answer] – not wanting specified answer

E: “OK listen!” [explicit irritation & resistance] – no irritation

E. “[the last sentence is uttered almost unhearable.]” [hesitant/resistance?] – clear and loud voice with interest 

I: “What did you do then?” – no question or interest in the behaviour of the boy

E: “I went away and shouted [changes his voice to a louder pitch.] “Leave the ship, the boat is sinking!” I said and went away” [strong, elaborated and resistant answer] – no answer or weak unelaborated answer 

I: “So, you didn’t turn angry?” - no question or interest in the behaviour of the boy

E: “No.” [strong and clear answer] – no answer or weak answer


By concentrating on reading the right-hand side of the dichotomized citations it becomes obvious that the interviewer is interrogating the boy in a classical and power-producing manner. She first asks about how he feels generally and then more specifically about the interview-situation, and then moves on to ask numerous questions about things she already knows the answer of, but wanting to hear, in detail, how and what the boy will answer when posed these questions. She clearly wants to know how the boy understands yesterday’s adventures, and how he himself understands if he managed to keep his temper and overcome his disappointments as the bark-boat sank. The questions are geared towards the event of the sinking boat; i.e. the disaster and disappointment, and the key-question: “So, did you turn angry?”. 

When reading the right-hand side of the dichotomized citations it is clear that the absent reading here coincides with the former reading on the interview-discourse, since the boy does not get the opportunity to talk freely and interpret the situation asked about, or talk about something totally different if he likes. What is present is numerous specific questions on the boys behaviours and feelings; i.e. exactly that on which he is to be judged in relation to the idea of how he constructs himself as a good school-boy. The problem is, however, that it is not just the school-situation in itself that constructs the boy as a better or worse school-boy, but this very interview is in itself such a powerful cite of construction (again; compare the previous reading). The interviewer is unconsciously positioning herself as a representative for the constitutive powers of the school-boys’ subjectivity construction.

When looking at what the boy says, and how he says what he says, a strong power-production towards the interviewer becomes visible. Although he is subjected to this power-producing situation on part of the interviewer, which produces numerous hesitant answers, these hesitations, ambivalent and sometimes unhearable answers can be read as powerful resistance on behalf of the boy. It is when resistance is made visible we know that a lot of subjecting power-production is going on! (Foucault, 1982) As the interview goes on the boy answers with stronger and stronger resistance and forcefulness; trying to explain what he means; interrupting the interviewer one time and shortly afterwards explicitly and irritated says: “OK listen!” After that “he changes his voice to a louder pitch” (as the transcript states), and answers the last key-question with a clear and blank “No”. The boy is resisting the power-production to such an extent that he manages to position himself rather strongly in relation to the interviewer. However strongly he positions himself it is the strong resistance in this reading that needs to be observed and understood in relation to what is produced in the relationship between an interviewer and his/her interviewee. 

When doing deconstructive readings in relation to power-production, and the (sometimes shifting and contradictory) positionings, it is always interesting to make visible what happens if we were to exchange the child for a grown-up; the boy for a girl; an ethnic Swede with another ethnic interviewer or child, etc. If we would, for instance, exchange the boy for a girl in this interview transcript, I think the first reading might not have been so much in favour for the child’s answers and behaviour as it finally turned out to be. From a gender-theoretical perspective resistant strategies encompassing insufficient or unelaborated answers, and later turning into strong voiced exclamations such as “OK listen!” and “No”, would probably have been read as far more aggressive and disturbing to the adult if the child had been a girl.

Deconstructive readings in relation to the power-production and positionings on part of the subjects in the text constitute what I have called the feminist poststructural supplement to the deconstruction-work (Lenz Taguchi, 2004; working-paper). The aspect of having to analyse your own discursive inscriptions and embodiments as interviewer or researcher reading the data, has been made visible by feminist philosophers and in particular within feminist poststructural research (Davies & Gannon, 2005; Lather, 1991; 2004). This aspect, however, ties very neatly into deconstruction as an “exorbitant” ‘method’ being constituted by a ‘turning, bending and twisting’ that makes ‘justice’ to its data, and thereby also ‘doing justice’ in relation to those whom the data concerns, once the results of the study are published. 

But ‘doing justice’ is, importantly, not just about making multiple readings, as if spreading out the possibilities of readings before the readers and in relation to those whom the data concerns. Each reading excludes another. Picking out the words, concepts and expressions from the text constitutes in itself an act of great responsibility, which is even more strongly accentuated in choosing what you think is the opposite expression or behaviour, as in the above power-reading. Because, what discourse is it that informs your picking up those particular tool, which will produce the understanding of your new reading? (Compare, Lenz Taguchi, working-paper). It was in the very process of working co-operatively around the data, and especially deconstructing each others deconstructions of data, that this was made visible to us. This made us realize that deconstruction can more easily be understood as ‘doing justice’ to the data (if that is at all possible…) if it is done as a co-operative process. It is when you as researcher dare to open your own empirical data for co-operative deconstructive readings that you will realize that one reading of the same piece of data will differ from the other in some significant ways, and that the reason for this is that each reader is discursively inscribed. On the other hand, a researcher isn’t just inscribed in one or two discourses but multiple and sometimes contradictory ones. As a single researcher it is also possible to do multiple readings and discover that one reading will undo and displace or supplement the others already done. Every reading is different, temporal and yet dependent on the discursive tools available and used by the specific reader. 

However, multiple and co-operative deconstruction readings will also make visible the dominance of certain discourses, and how we as subjects of a certain time, culture and situatedness often tend understand the data in very similar ways, according to strong and dominant discourses. But however much we try to follow rules and fixed procedures in doing our deconstructive readings, we will find that each reading we do is impossible to identically repeat. And this is what makes deconstruction methodological, rather than to be understood as a method. As an “exorbitant” ‘method’, however, deconstruction is constituted by the ‘never-endingness’, and the desire for yet another (im)possible and (im)probable reading.

Summary

This paper discusses and theorizes on the possibilities of doing deconstructive educational research within the context of a PhD course. It discusses how it is possible to understand deconstruction methodologically, by putting to work deconstruction as an “exorbitant” ‘method’, as well as the ethical implications of doing deconstruction of your own analysis as educational researcher to be able to ‘do justice’ to your data. The aim of the PhD course was doing deconstruction, rather than treating deconstruction as an object of philosophical study, or a theory to be of exclusively theoretical use to educational research. The course aimed at transgressing the theory – methodology binary by doing deconstructional-work in complex co-operative writing and talking practices, using the PhD student's qualitative, empirical research-data.

I have tried to show how difficult but also necessary it is as a researcher of qualitative data (such as interview-data, narratives etc.) to engage in a continuous deconstruction of your own analyses. Sometimes we are so deeply embedded and inscribed in the dominant discourses of our own research field that everything we ‘see’ in the data is what we already think we know. The example has shown how working co-operatively as researchers on each others data enforces the most important aspect of deconstruction, which is not simply about identifying power-producing dichotomies, but to try to displace and transgress them and make other readings possible. Transgress; in the sense that we dare to, as Caputo says; “crossing of a well-drawn border that we all share, giving something straight a new bent or inclination or twist” (1997, p.81). Such a healthy “self-suspicion” of our analysis as educational researchers can be understood ‘as’ deconstruction; and deconstructive research as research that tries to ‘do justice’ to the data in ways that main-stream educational research seldom does. This does not, in any sense, mean that we should disqualify any other kind of educational research. Nor does it mean that we should polarize the differences between doing educational research as-usual against an idea of ‘a more just’ deconstructive educational research. Deconstructive readings function as supplementary, self-suspicious questioning of how we come to construct our findings, results and truths the way we do. The ethics of deconstruction relies on the way deconstruction is not a method but methodological, or methodolo[gizising] the data. This can be paralleled to the difference that Derrida outlines between universal laws and rights (‘la droite’) and being ethically righteous (‘juste’). The latter is a situated deconstruction of ‘la droite’ in a radical openness to the specific Other. The enforcement (the doing) of the law ‘as justice’ (Derrida, 2005). A ‘justice’ that must always be situated and to a certain extent temporary. The ethics of deconstruction is, as Patti Lather states, about holding on to an attitude of indeterminacy and paradox, as conditions of “affirmative power by undoing fixities and mapping new possibilities for playing out relations between identity and difference, margins and centres” (2004, p.6).
Writings on deconstruction often do not get out of their own constructions of new dichotomies where, for instance, “essentialism” is polarized against “inventionalism”; “gathering data” against ‘dissemination’; “constructing nutshells” against “cracking them”; “finding the possible and representable” against “the impossible and unpresentable”, etc. Not even this paper has escaped that risk, when trying to make visible what deconstruction ‘is’ and ‘is not’. The “exorbitant” ‘method’ of deconstruction reminds us of that the displacement is always dependent on its original and dominant meaning. To do educational research ‘as’ deconstruction, we paradoxically need educational research ‘as-usual’ to prevail, but under “erasure”, and in healthy suspicion!
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� Twelve doctorate students participated in the first half of the course, which was divided in two parts because of its length of seven months. In the second part there were nine participants. The students represented different academic fields; educational didactics of science; feminist poststructural youth-studies, early childhood education and special education within the educational field, as well as social studies ethnography and political science.


� Each of the nine participants offered about four extracts from their research data (approximately 1-4 pages). The deconstructive texts generated from each of these in the co-operative work varied from a total of 8-25 pages. These texts were shared and used as basis for ‘deconstructive talks’ in smaller groups. Other central aspects of this deconstructive research approach in educational research, such as the feminist and bodily, as well as examples and theorizations on ‘deconstructive talks’, are discussed in previous and a forthcoming articles (Lenz Taguchi, forthcoming; working-paper).





