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The article aims to develop a theory of human subjectivity as collective
and participatory, and as mediated by – rather than counterposed to –
objectivity. Basic theoretical assumptions are outlined – that view as

central the ideological constitution and productive transformation of forms of
activity and intersubjectivity. To substantiate the ideas, schooling is analysed
as a well-established generic form of collectivity – which, however, is shown to
itself imply the subject-object-dichotomy in its constitution, in the shape of the
ideological self-misrecognition of a ‘boundary objectivity’. Though essentially
conventional, the ‘knowledge’ objects of schooling are typically used to screen
the subjectifications they realise. Psychotherapy is then discussed as a counter-
example of a form that tends to eclipse its object and its collectivity alike. Since
both forms rely problematically on the frame of a time-space slot to achieve an
objectification as types of collectivity, a final discussion concerns social work,
which can be seen to supersede that limitation in the ‘artificial’ everyday life
collectivities it creates. Whenever social work is transformed to critically
engage with its constitutive material Others (power, economy, body), it may
provide the relevance for a new kind of theory of collectives sui generis.

Introduction
Even in critical psychologies, subjectivity is mostly established as a
pre-theoretical phenomenological a priori and viewed as a ‘perspec-
tive’, or an ‘experience’ of the human individual, often bulwarked with
the spatial metaphor of an ‘interiority’ of consciousness. This strong
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Both aspects of subjectivity are mediated by meanings: action possi-
bilities that are socially generalised and externalised in material form
(in artefacts) as cultural objects. This idea of an essential objective
mediatedness of subjectivity is where this theory parts company with
most phenomenological and functionalist approaches: in these latter,
subjectivity and objectivity are mutually exclusive. On the other hand,
of course, it is a point of connection with discursive traditions.
According to fundamental ideas in CHAT/CP, and, more generally,
(Hegelian-) Marxian anthropology, objectification (German:
Vergegenständlichung) is inherent to human life viewed generically as
practice, as the production of objective – collective and material –
meaning that in turn forms who we are as subjects. This may appear
strange to anyone brought up to regard ‘things’ as ‘external’ to
‘subjects’; but the fundamental ideas are simple. When we build roads
and cars, we produce ourselves as commuters, pedestrians, estimators
of car-crash risks, etc, and we generate the divisions between us over
the prospect of ecological disaster. When we industrialise, we become
capitalists and workers. When we then create labour movements and
achieve welfare states, we end up struggling over social exclusion and
cultural minorities. And when we inscribe each other as so-called
‘subjects’ into records, graphs, images, narrative texts, or even gestures,
such ‘tertiary artefacts’ (Wartofsky, 1979) prompt our self-reflection not
only in the terms of the content of these ‘representations’, but also in
their ‘form-content’ (Ruben, 1978; Zizek, 1994) – for example, we are
at the same time shaped, and shape ourselves, as literate or illiterate,
experts or lay persons, dealers or consumers, worshippers or icono-
clasts, etc.

If the idea that subjectivity is mediated by cultural objects is fairly
straightforward, it is conspicuously vague in its particular empirical
reference. This is no surprise, as, taken by itself, a dynamic constitutive
reciprocality implies the ‘deconstructing’ of any given empirical-prac-
tical objects and subjects. At this point, it is tempting either to stick to
such ‘pure’ and abstract negativity (which really amounts to operating
with hidden ‘repressed’ positivities such as utopian communities,
academic texts, or one-self as researcher-subject), or to slip back to the
comfortable one-body subject. This would match the prevailing notion
(at least since Tönnies) that modernisation (and perhaps individual
development as well) leaves all concrete collectivities behind in favour
of the blank existence of the human individual in an abstract society.

As an alternative, the idea of a collective subject views situated activ-
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identification of subjectivity with individuality has led to serious
continuous problems for a critical psychology. Prominent among these
is the subject-structure division – the split between cultural-historical
objective forms, ‘structures’, and a subject that either develops in
relation to those but is itself constituted outside of them, simply on
account of being biologically human, or is completely formed by them
and thus disappears as agent-subject. A split that either reduces the
subject to structural positions (in language or social practice);
condemns it to a primarily passive-contemplative existence, torn
between the alien forces of reason and drive, as in psychoanalysis; or
puts it on a pedestal in a utopian-humanist celebration of some meta-
physical emancipation. This article suggests that if a more agentive and
reflexive approach to sensuous subjectivity is to develop, it must be
seen as primarily collective; it must first substitute participatory rela-
tions in social practices for the subject-structure duality.

This is, of course, no unique or original statement. Rather, it – and
this paper as a whole – should itself be read as an attempted contribu-
tion to a collective effort to conceptualise cultural-historical collective
activity.1 The specific idea that I am seeking to articulate is that of a
particular collective subject: that the ‘we’ or ‘us’, even as a particular
collective, is primary to the ‘I’ or ‘me’, and is itself characterised by
both agency and self-conscious, reflexive subjectivity. 

Collective subjectivity in a nut-shell
I shall first give a brief, rather condensed outline of the theory, which
I will then attempt to substantiate in an analysis of practical examples. 

Basically, subjectivity is conceived here, in the tradition of the
German and Scandinavian development of cultural-historical activity
theory (CHAT) into critical psychology (CP) (Tolman, 1994), in two
theoretical aspects. The first is action potence. Action potence conveys
the subjectivity of praxis that dates back (at least) to Marx’s ‘Theses on
Feuerbach’ through the concept of participation. Thus, it builds on an
extended notion of agency as the production, the forming, and the
proactive control, of life conditions, which is the co-operative praxis
specific to humans, and which is distributed among individual subjects
who participate in it, and whose participation is not simply a given, but
precarious and developing (Tolman, Maiers et al, 1991). The second
aspect of subjectivity is reflexivity – the subject is knowledgeable and
relates to her own actions, as well as to the actions of others, not as
givens or necessities, but as options.2
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can be called a critical process. Notably, critique, as it is conceptualised
here (dialectically, I intend), is not fundamentally an alteration or
deconstruction superimposed from some (free-floating, pre-given,
autonomous) outside position. Rather, it is seen as intrinsic to objecti-
fication that the productive realisation of a form is at the same time its
development (an idea derived from Hegel’s ‘cunning of reason’).4

Thus, subjects are relationships of participation which are constituted in
the form of ideologies; and ideological forms (and thus, subjects) are both
substantialised and contradicted in the transformation of objects. 

The discursive forms of cultural objects, when shaped in language or
otherwise, objectify and mediate and thus both realise and transform
the logic of practice (on these matters, cf. Nissen, 2003). 

The logic of practice should be understood as including its ‘teleo-
logical’ (or ‘intentional’) structure of ends, means, agent-positions, and
objects, which makes it identifiable (for-itself) in terms of distinct
forms, and which is then reapplied to ‘frame’ (Goffman, 1986) activity
reflexively in terms of norms, rules, methods, etc 5 For example, when
‘therapy’ becomes recognisable as a ‘cure’ sought by ‘therapists’
applying ‘techniques’ on ‘patients with disorders’, that framing is
mediated by artefacts like ‘clinics’, ‘therapeutic spaces’, ‘textbooks’,
‘fees’, etc, and this, again, leads to standard methods and professional
ethics, invokes the client as user/customer, and eventually comes to
contradict the objectification of the client as patient. 

The logic of practice should also be understood in terms of its ‘inter-
subjective’ structure – the simultaneous relation of identity and
distinction between the collective and any of its participants, and, by
implication, between participants; this at one extreme dissolves co-
operative intersubjectivity in immediate identification, and at the
other extreme dissolves it into the absolute conflict in which one
subject precludes (excludes, destroys) the other; but, between those
extremes, it is resolved in the objectification into discourse that forms
it for-itself, as power, selfhood, membership etc For example, the
format of patriarchal marriage comes to stabilise the self-transcending
emotional mutuality of romantic love, forming its telos and consum-
mation, and at the same time its negation, its transmutation into a
regulative power structure that recognises each spouse as (relatively)
independent (and perhaps soon seeking romantic adventure elsewhere,
heading towards divorce).

The identification with, and differentiation from, the collectivity as
reflexive particular subject can be regarded as central to how partici-
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ities or practices as particular instances of the dynamic reciprocal consti-
tution of participants and collectives with particular sets of cultural
objects, and thus, as particular subjects. This is a crucial determination
since it establishes the collective as a positive singular object for
(psychological) study. Yet it is far from merely a stipulative move.
Rather, it is at once refreshingly critical of the ruling ideology of
abstract modernity and troublingly affirmative in relation to specific
collectives, since a basic process of the collective is that it (continually)
posits itself as a (finite) object and as a particular instance of something
general or universal. 

A useful theoretical approach to this sort of dynamics (and this kind
of closure) is the (Marxist) tradition concerned with the workings of
ideology, since in this line of work, the constitutions of subjects and
collectivities have been linked to the externalisation of meaning as a
fundamental process in class societies, and the ‘transcendental’ or
‘celestialising’ reference (eg ‘this community is instituted by God’) has
been seen as representing and distorting the dynamic transformative
nature of human production in some alienated form as a ‘given’ (reli-
gious dogma, second nature, etc) (Althusser, 1994; Haug, 1979;
Horkheimer and Adorno, 1969; Hänninen and Paldán, 1983; Højrup,
2003; Laclau and Mouffe, 2001; Zizek, 1993; Zizek, 1994).3 What I ask
of the reader, at this point, is to entertain the possibility of emphasizing
an aspect already present in this tradition, but not always highlighted:
the fact that ideology, with its universal reference, works to constitute
particular collectivities (eg Hitler’s nazism, with its metaphysical refer-
ence to the Aryan race, etc, did not reconstitute ‘capitalism’, ‘Capital’
or ‘capitalist society’, but rather first Germany, then Europe), and
works on many, including ‘micro’, levels of social practice.

In this vein, Billig’s definition of ideology as the discourse with
which subjects are constituted (Billig, 1991; Billig, 1997) can be
rephrased, with the wider CHAT/CP concept of objectification, to the
effect that ideologies are the cultural objects relevant to the constitution of
particular participants and collectives as subjects in distinct forms. To put it
slightly paradoxically, ideology is the objectivity of subjects (pointing
to the moment of ‘formation’ – the positive, closure). 

But with the same concept of objectification, we can see that this is
merely the flip side of what might be called the subjectivity of objects:
the productive process (the moment of ‘trans-formation’ – the negative,
opening) as a generic dynamic feature of human life, which, when
related specifically to the objects that constitute subjects, to ideology,
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collective between them, but only on condition that they also realise
the centuries-lasting collective of the state to which they are citizens or
guests and which grant them the civil rights that make the position of
a ‘stranger’ and the space of the street benevolent enough to allow, but
alien enough to require, such politeness.

The webs of inter-subjective relations are structurally, semantically
and tempo-spatially mediated – as belongings, alignments (Wenger,
1998), trajectories of participation, concerns and stakes (Dreier, 1999),
social landscapes (Ahrne, 1990), organisational structures, etc, etc
Thus, participation is an extremely complex, multi-layered, ever-
changing affair. While it is tempting to reduce such complexities to
simple abstractions such as ‘individual/society’ or ‘participant/commu-
nity’, we should rather console ourselves with the obvious fact that it
we all daily engage in and manage as lay persons these kinds of complex
webs of participation. Conceptualisations such as this may help us
follow in our own footsteps, as it were, and see, not just what we do and
how, but who we are.

Approaching participation in such an ‘ethno-method’8 has the
distinct advantage that it provides a way of addressing the troublesome
issue of how one social unit should be distinguished, discriminated,
from another, a problem which remains unsolved in various (semi-)
structural (eg (Bourdieu, 1977; Engeström, 1987) or systems theories
(Bateson, 1972). Thus, attention is directed to the reflexive collective
subjectivity of the ‘we’: the ways the collective constitutes itself as
distinct from and related to other subjects, including its participants,
and itself works to achieve closure or summation (Middleton and
Brown, 2005; Middleton and Murakami, 2004).

Finally, it is only at the topmost level that we encounter collectivity
in the ultimate (non-) form in which it is most often conceptualised in
social theory: the indistinct, boundless ‘society’ (aka ‘social practice’,
‘production’, etc, etc), collectivity ‘as such’, beyond the profane partic-
ularity of its instances (which, in social theory, are often simply taken
for granted, or else their overcoming is sought in the abstract).9 Most
succinctly, the notion of ‘everyday life’ seeks to paradoxically specify
the non-specific in cultural theory (Nissen, 1999a; Nissen, 2002a), the
substance or ‘stuff ’ of social practice,10 the residual or all-encom-
passing totality which is only structured by the cyclic repetitions of life
itself, but otherwise always emerges as the negation of specific forms,
institutions, practices.11 But even if this ultimate collectivity resists
specific determination, it would be wrong to think that it only exists as
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pant subjects are constituted. At this point, the Althusserian concept of
interpellation (Althusser, 1994) can be reinterpreted as portraying a
participatory realisation of self-consciousness. The hailing and
recruiting of unique individuals into pre-existing subject positions in
the collectivity is in the first moment a symbolic social practice that the
individual takes part in more or less unknowingly (as in a baptising) or
superficially (as in the AA motto ‘fake it till you make it’), but it needs
to then be substantialised in a second moment of realisation6 – a
process which not only transforms as well as fulfils the symbolic
gesture, but thereby also implies, perhaps more than is apparent in
Althusser’s own formulations, a fundamental constitutive mutuality
between collective and participant.7 Think of the simple example of a
child, born into a (modern, western) nuclear family, given the prede-
fined social tag as unique member of the collective (the name), learning
to speak by being treated as always-already a competent speaker, refer-
ring first to herself in the third person, then, as this ‘self ’ grows more
autonomous (participating in other collectives, etc), becoming an ‘I’
complete with an interiority with obscure beginnings and endpoints.
And think of how radically the family itself as a collective is reconsti-
tuted in this process. 

The example of the child as participant in a nuclear family also
serves to illustrate the vicinity of this approach to the Vygotskian
concept of a Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1962), at least
when this is read as a feature of a living social practice, much like the
‘situated learning’ idea of a ‘legitimate periferal participation’ (Lave
and Wenger, 1991). What is added is the further complication that self-
reflection is itself participatory. This is what necessitates theorising
ideology, and in turn provides an approach to ideological dynamics.

It follows from the idea of an ideological constitution of subjects as
relations of participation that particular collectives are themselves
singular subjects who participate in larger practices and who them-
selves perform reflexivity, not only in the explicit shape of a ‘we’ (which
may or may not be linguistically realised) but also in the ongoing
indexical regulation of activity. This again leads to conceiving of a
structure of ‘Russian dolls’, collectives participating in each other,
along with a ‘matrix’ structure where each collective may simultane-
ously participate in several others – a structure which must be at some
points quite stable, at other points extremely fleeting or volatile. Thus,
for instance, when two strangers exchange polite remarks having
bumped into each other on the sidewalk, they realise a very short-lived
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which is of course why it is possible for me now to refer to ‘it’ as an
example. One can visualise the activity at a teachers’ college to get an
image of this two-level structure. When we look more closely at the
object handled in the schooling activity, however, it is clear that it is
itself derived from, and presupposes, two levels of objects, even in the
normal school: the objects of school activities are typically themselves
theoretical or representational models (Wartofsky, 1979), which is why
we can think of them as (being utilities for) holding some kind of
knowledge (Ilyenkov, 1977a). This is in fact one way to approach the
differentia specifica of schooling as a form of practice (Davydov, 1973;
Davydov and Markova, 1983; Ilyenkov, 1991).

Further, if schooling is to be distinguished from other kinds of
activity with theoretical objects, such as research, it is through the
specificity of its aim (again somewhat confusingly, the English some-
times call this the objective, or even the object, or what it is ‘about’13).
Schooling is ‘about’ facilitating some participants’ learning of actions
which are already mastered by others, and since the objects of those
actions are knowledge objects (models), what is to be learnt is a pre-
specified kind of knowing. In other words, the social differentiation
between those who know and those who learn means that school
learners approach knowledge primarily as social conventions, as
curricula. This works both ways: historically, schools arose with
‘tertiary artefacts’ (Wartofsky, 1979) that are intrinsically conventional
(artefacts that model social relations and de-/pre-scribe activity
symbolically, such as writing, money, etc), and school activities at once
reproduce the conventions, the artefacts, and the very conventionality
itself. This raises the political question of whether the conditions of
production and the conditions of relevance of the curriculum are
included in the knowing or whether it is only mastered in its imme-
diate abstractness, as the inculcation of an academic discipline.14 But
in either case, learning in the context of schooling is essentially self-
reflexive, because of the tensions and movements between knowledge
as an external social convention and knowing as a feature of the
learner’s own activity. Self-reflection takes the form of comparing
one’s activity to the socially valid yardstick (as when the making of a
sound is symbolised with a letter), and this includes, in principle, eval-
uating social relevances of acquiring knowledge and monitoring
power relations. This is a constitutive ‘(techno-) logical’ feature of the
structure of schooling.15

An interesting implication of this reflexivity inherent to schooling
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empty abstraction in the minds of social theorists. In fact, given that
any particular collective is (perceived by its participants as) contingent,
references beyond are ultimately a logical requirement to provide
criteria for its practical re-constitution or transformation, whether or
not such criteria are explicitly stated (as ‘ethical’ premises, etc). It is
presumably this necessity of a reference to an – at once elusive and all-
pervasive – final yet infinite collectivity that, in the end, gives rise to
religious and other forms of ideological ‘absolute transcendence’.

These seem to me to be minimal elements of a theory of particular
collective subjects. Of course, when they are simply stated like this,
they inevitably contain ambiguities and gloss over theoretical
problems, and their relevance can hardly be assessed. What is needed
is their objectification – realisation and thus substantialisation – in
more concrete problems, with a reflexive eye to how they are thereby
transformed. Let us look, then, at collective subjectivity as it unfolds in
some more specific practices.

Substantialising the theory: schooling
We shall first approach collective subjectivity as this issue itself has
been constituted culturally-historically, that is, through practices that
are institutionalised to the point where their objectification as practice
forms, or types or kinds of activity, is visible so that we can discuss them
in the abstract as generalisations. This method will prove problematic,
as we shall see, but it would clearly be even more problematic to tacitly
assume that collectivities are constituted from scratch each time anew.
Such problems are better addressed at the front door than smuggled in
through backdoor assumptions built into any terms with which we
could model ideas about particular collectivities.

My first illustration is a type of activity with which we are all familiar,
and which seems quite simple – that of schooling: the collective activity of
teachers and pupils in the school context12. You will see, I hope, that it is
a quite complex structure of objectification and subjectivity which, when
we get to the core of it, is already under transformation.

If we view schooling as a practice form it is immediately recognis-
able that we are dealing with two levels of objectification. Firstly, there
is the object being handled in the practice itself, what is in English
often confusingly referred to as the ‘subject’, i.e. that which is subjected
to the actions of the participants of the practice. That which is being
taught and perhaps learned. Secondly, the activity of schooling itself is
objectified as a form, a method, a kind of intervention or practice,
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participating in further educational collectives which in turn grant
access to various social opportunities. Or the way that contingency of
participation can itself be objectified into gradations and differentials
of participation which, in turn – as ‘success’ and ‘failure’ – co-consti-
tute subject-positions, possible trajectories, and premises of
participation (Varenne and McDermott, 1998).

The subjective and the objective sides of schooling are inseparable.
Thus, the ‘we’ that lives for 45 minutes in a simple biology lesson is a
very complex achievement where all participants must continuously
handle the relations between the specific curriculum (biology) and the
social form (schooling) to realise themselves as productive and self-
reflective subjects, both as individual participants and as a collective.
But the subjective side is hard to grasp because the ideology of
schooling is structured by what can be called a ‘boundary objectivity’ that
seeks to hide subjectification behind the normalising judgement with
which it is realised, so that the objectivity of school knowledge appears,
in and of itself, naturally, to lead to that distribution of individuals
among collectives which is the key sanctioning power in the school
(Nissen, 2003). The ideology – the objectification of subjectivity itself
– performs, mirrors, and forms participants as endowed with internal
intelligences, talents, proclivities and so on, and collectives as organ-
ised by the juxtaposing of those features of participants with the
structures of natural reality represented in knowledge. This juxtaposi-
tioning, further, is based on an epistemological structure of
participation so pervasive that it is very hard to unthink: knowing
staged as the pupils’ mass of individual gazes at the displayed or
modelled object, the teacher’s simultaneous panoptical view of the
object and of the pupils, realising and objectifying identification (with
the collective embodied by the teacher) as the ‘correct view’ of the
object, meaning both a gaze and a way of representing it verbally; and
the (utopia of the) ‘community of scholars’ at the top hierarchical
echelon where debate is finally allowed among free witnesses to the
events of nature (cf Olesen, 2003). And, on the side of error, there is the
idea of distortion or deficiency as being entirely traceable to the
features that make up the ‘subjectivity’ of the individual pupil: natural
endowment, position, need. It is this structure that forms the ‘we’ of
schooling which is reproduced in the pupil’s self as well as in numerous
academic relations such as the conventions governing the writing and
reading of academic texts such as this (viewed as a genre in Bakhtin’s
sense, cf. Holquist, 1990).19
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is that it makes it appear to us as a collective activity. The aspect of the
activity which is to do with reflexive control is made immediately
apparent as the very first ‘framing’ of it, which is only contingently and
relatively delegated to a specialist participant – a teacher. Thus,
teaching is always participatory; pupils must comply for teaching to
take place. Even the teacher who attempts a strict disciplinary dicta-
torship must deal with the resistance of the pupils, and the actual
governing of the activity is the unfolding of that struggle rather than of
the teacher’s intentions alone. And that governing, that very struggle,
is at the core of both learning and teaching: what the students actually
do when they learn (here) is participate in schooling, in the reflexive
monitoring of activities with objects of knowledge.16

We have now reached a point where we can begin to notice how
schooling is objectified as a form of practice not only in the teachers’
college. Far from it, the institution of the school itself objectifies
schooling very clearly in the shape of the social conventions and instru-
ments that establish schooling – such as its time and space
punctuations, its architecture, its specialised technologies for represen-
tation of knowledge, its rituals of normalising judgement, hierarchical
observation, examination, etc (Foucault, 1997). In numerous details of
interaction, such as when the teacher asks the pupils what time it is,
while pointing at the clock, schooling is indexically established.17 All
this is what new school children have to learn to deal with when they
learn to participate in schooling (Minnick, 1993).

The social norms and reifications that structure lessons as
schooling, and the objects of knowledge around which they are struc-
tured, are quite well-known and apparent. What is less apparent is the
subjective side, the subjectifications that are realised, the mutual
constitution of collectives at various levels and persons as educated
subjects of knowledge. For instance, there is the way that certain collec-
tives are recurrently constituted and dissolved within the space-time
slot of a ‘lesson’, and which partly overlap with and realise larger or
more pervasive collectives such as ‘tutor groups’, ‘classes’, ‘courses’,
‘schools’, etc (and thereby perhaps also ‘firms’, or ‘learning centres’,
‘municipalities’, ‘counties’, ‘states’, etc). There is also the way those
collectives are constituted in relation to each other and to others such
as ‘families’, or ‘professions’, in intersubjective relations realised,
among other ways, in trajectories of participation.18 Or the way each
individual’s participation is always contingent and relative to a possi-
bility of exclusion or drop-out, or, conversely, to prospects of

160 critical psychology



can be transformed by critically ‘emancipating’ its core of a collective
reflexive modelling of social relations in tertiary artefacts.

What does the example of schooling teach us about the subjectivity
of participation? First of all, as might be expected, since objectification
transforms, rather than offering itself as a simple clear-cut illustration,
the object dragged us into a veritable universe of further complexity.
Second, the objectivity that allowed us to approach it as a culturally
given general form, known to the reader, can be seen to have histori-
cally preceded and facilitated the project of an abstract ‘objective’
conception of collective subjectivity – the relevance of which is
inevitably a kind of social engineering – which I (we?) have under-
taken. The technology of distributing individuals according to ideally
defined tasks always implied that of creating appropriate collectives,
from the drawing-board;20 and the specific educational aims provided
for the conventionality, and thus a certain looseness of criteria for what
exactly counted as appropriate.

Thirdly, the subject-object-dichotomy revealed itself as implicated
directly in constituting collectives as types of practice, in the shape of
the ideological self-misrecognition of a ‘boundary objectivity’. Though
essentially conventional, the objects of schooling are typically used to
screen the subjectification they realise and thus to naturalise it rather
than to problematise its relevance as a social practice.

To provide an analytical counter-example, I suggest we ride the
pendulum across the chasm to a station on the other side, a place where
subjectivity reigns: psychotherapy, the practice form that appears to be
cleared of any specific objective content to constitute merely a curative
intersubjectivity. Yet, interestingly, it is also an important site of devel-
opment of those technologies of collectivity which for so long had
depended on the subject being eclipsed by the object. 

Counter-example: psychotherapy
Of course, again here, the institutionalisation of the practice means
that all participants deal with its objectification on a simple everyday
basis; for instance, it typically shares with schooling the time-space
slot format that delimits its collectives as well as its processes. But what
is the object of the activity thus institutionalised? 

One answer could be that the client is the object of the activities of
the therapist. That would seem to be the original medical perception
which reduces the patient to a body that can be manipulated. Even
here, a complex structure would emerge, since there is still also the
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An ideology critique of schooling would have to transform both
sides at once: the core idea of knowledge, and the core power relation-
ships inherent in the ways collectives are constituted and participants
aligned in them and distributed among them. This appears a daunting
task; however, a basic CHAT legacy here would be the hypothesis that
such practical ideology critique is not something which I or anyone
else have to invent and begin from scratch, but that, rather, it is itself a
substantialisation and realisation of what it really means to teach – at
once a utopia and a generic feature of existing schooling – and thus
identifiable as a living possibility or tendency. 

If we turn a genealogical eye toward contemporary schooling – only
one eye, since this is bound to be a gross simplification in the space of
this argument – the pattern that virtually leaps into our critical eyes is
the movement toward an increased emphasis on general individual
reflexivity and responsibility (rather than specific knowledges) and
life-long and life-wide learning (rather than singular and finished
trajectories through secluded schools) (Popkewitz and Fendler, 1999).
It is no great challenge to identify a neoliberal governmentality that
highlights the subjectivist ‘romantic’ side of Enlightenment, the idea
of ‘Bildung’, general education or formation of personality
(Hofmeister, 1998). Clearly, here, the subjectivity that had been
repressed with a ‘boundary objectivity’ re-emerges. It is equally clear
that it overwhelmingly reappears as privatised, as the holistic-subjec-
tive counterpart to a market of atomistic instrumental knowledges. Yet
this very movement not only restates the question of how the subjec-
tive and the objective sides of schooling (and knowing) might be
related, but also necessarily involves reconstituting collectives and
relevancies of knowledge. For example, there is a tendency in the
reforms for the first years in Danish primary schools towards the disso-
lution of the structure of classes and disciplines and the integration of
after-school pedagogy. Despite today’s extremely individualistic
discourse, schooling practices may hold a collectivist ‘shadow side’ that
is consistently misrecognised – from the perspectives of traditional
schooling, contemporary ideological progressivism, and purely
negative critics alike. Like every individualisation in modernity, the
contemporary focus on self-responsible learning is also a renewed
socialisation. It is such possibilities which have been (of course, always:
only partly) actualised in revolutionary schooling experiments (such as
those one can read about in Davydov et al, 1983; Freire, 1996; Haug,
2003; Solis, 2002). At their best, such ‘prototypes’ show how schooling
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whether or not she knows it or likes it. It is the self that emerges, as
simply and purely reflected as the therapist is able, and it seems not to
be mediated by any objectivity.

The collective of psychotherapy is thus formed with a self-denying
ideology. That is to say, participation vanishes because actions are
mainly interpreted as expressions of the participants’ individual
subjectivity, either to be dealt with in the ongoing process or, in the
case of the therapist, to be delegated to supervision.21 In psycho-
analysis, the concepts of transference and counter-transference carry
this function (and, one can speculate, the psychoanalytic ideas about
groups as mega-individuals express the transformation of the collective
into the individual self, cf. Parker, 1997). 

Yet that self-denying transformation itself is an achievement of the
specific process of objectification that institutionally defines the collec-
tive. The formal delineation of the practice form, the therapeutic space,
shapes any actions as models or representations that move between the
‘problem’ and the totality of the individual participant’s life situation.
The logic is: ‘since this is psychotherapy, we must interpret what you do
or say as indicative of your problem – and of yourself ’ (Goffman, 1986).
So, like in schooling, there is a modelling going on, a representation.
But while the modelling in schooling, the knowledge, tends and seeks
to exclude subjectivity (since subjectivity means imperfection), the
modelling in psychotherapy seeks to exclude objectivity, even that of the
modelling itself. Psychotherapy does employ various representational,
‘secondary’ or ‘tertiary’ artefacts (dialogue, writing, drama, drawing,
play, etc), but achieves its proper specific end by transcending the
mundane conventionality of those to stage a human encounter.22 The
rules of any such genre are systematically bent to serve the needs of the
subject’s self-reflection. Both the objectivity of the problem and that of
the representational artefacts are thus pushed to the background. What
tends to remain is only the ‘frame’ itself as the primary representational
artefact, the conventional context with reference to which participants
(not just the therapist) can achieve the essential going-beyond the
conventionality of ‘the problem’ and its representations. That ‘frame’,
then, continuously reappears – even if only in glimpses before being
rerepressed – from an implicit indexical reference to some kind of
explicity, some meta-objectification (eg the classic talk-about-talk, like ‘I
sense that you are reluctant to talking about x …’).23

Thus, we end up with the paradox of an endlessly reflexive yet (or
precisely since) self-denying collective. This may be why
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patient as a subject, the customer, user, or citizen who ‘owns’ his body
and only contingently and temporarily hands it over to the manipula-
tions of the doctor (Goffman, 1961). But I would argue that
psychotherapy proper only begins when the client is recognised and
interpellated as a subject, not only of allowing and complying to treat-
ment of her body, but also partly of treatment itself (the constitutive
historical moment being when Freud discovered that the patient’s
conscious reflection was pivotal, even if the important substance would
lie below). 

But does that mean that this activity has no object? Not in the least.
It has a rich and very complex object structure. To begin with, even
medical practice is not sufficiently understood if we merely state that
the body of the patient is the object. The body is approached in a very
special way, structured by standards of clinical practice which we
know as the diseases, their symptoms and their cures (Jensen, 1987).
That conceptual structure specifies the objects of clinical practice far
into the realm of psychotherapy, where it may be referred to as a
‘dysfunction’, an ‘automatism’ or the like; in general, perhaps, a
‘problem’ rather than a disease. In medicine, the ‘disease’ (as boundary
object) structures the interaction in a way that reconceptualises and
colonises experience in a power relation that, as another form of
‘boundary objectivity’, hides behind the blank objectivity of bodily
processes – just as the power relations in schooling hide behind the
objectivity of knowledge. 

In psychotherapy, that logic is in a complex way juxtaposed to a
contingent, but ascendant interpellation of the client as a self-reflecting
and responsible subject. Psychotherapy does not merely accept the
division between the client as customer-subject and the object of the
‘problem’ that is to be ‘treated’ (as conceptualised in the therapy); it
aims to move the boundary, so that, while the client learns to think of
herself in terms of the problem, she also learns to engage the problem
in terms of ‘herself ’. This double movement implies that the object
changes in two directions: the ‘presenting problem’ is reinterpreted in
the conceptual framework of the therapist – on which the legitimacy of
engaging in ‘psychotherapy’ rests in the first place – only then and
thereby to be gradually dissolved in the general subjectivity of the
client. That general subjectivity is the vantage point from which ther-
apists achieve accountability when power can no longer be naturalised
as disease: if the events are not expressions of the ‘nature’ of a ‘disease’,
they are results of the subjective desires and choices of the client,
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of psychotherapy lies in the ways it is itself ‘framed’, objectified as a
method and reapplied to form activity, then the transcending of the
limitations of that form in social work can be regarded as exactly the
opposite: as the epitome of subjectivist practice. This is why the form
of knowledge in social work can be diagnosed as rent by the paradox of
attempting to create an objectivity out of an abstract humanist subjec-
tivism (Philp, 1979). 

Social work, in a sense, is the holistic subjectivism of psychotherapy
but without any therapeutic space to mediate it and shape it. As a social
therapy, it has the same movement from the ‘boundary objectivities’ of
certain problems (such as crime, drugs, etc) and towards the general
subjectivity of the client. As a social pedagogy, it builds on the most
romantic subjectivism of ‘Bildung’ since the skills that are taught are
only ‘life skills’, the competences only ‘social competences’, etc Thus,
in social work, the issue of subjectivity is evident and direct. But the
loss of the objectivities of specified knowledges, problems, diseases,
and even of the ‘frame’ of a secluded space, only brings us closer to the
objectivity of subjectivity itself: to power and ideology.

Social work is ideally the work of a humanistic empowerment, but
at the same time an often openly moral subjectification; it is the forma-
tion of responsible citizens out of the socially excluded non-subjects,
based on, and never very distant from, the organised work of differen-
tiating subjects from non-subjects. Intrinsically critical, split between
an ‘authentic’ humanistic ideal and an ‘inauthentic’ realisation, social
work is realised in a cycle of continuous utopian renascences of
sociality that are subsequently substantialised and contradicted in
objectifications (Donzelot, 1979; Nissen, 2003; Nissen, 2004a; Philp,
1979; Stenson, 1993).

Even if, politically speaking, the humanism in social work is often
utopian, it would not be true to reduce the objectivity of empowerment
to subjection. Social work realises itself just at the intersection that
distinguishes a mere subjection from an interpellation that implies a
certain mutuality. This is a way of conceiving what is implied in the
point about the work being ‘social’: as a social engineering, a formation
of artificial collectives as well as their participants, the humanist utopia
of social work are not (necessarily or essentially) realised (and
perverted) in fixed heterotopian spaces. Social work should not be
regarded in isolation from issues of social policy, or more general polit-
ical issues, nor discarded beforehand as an adaptational technology.
Rather, social work forms part of political struggles at the cutting edge
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psychotherapy, most clearly realised in systemic-constructionist
variants, could develop into a kind of applied frame analysis par excel-
lence. Since both the collective and the objectivity are being denied,
the practice can only be reflected – when it is not simply referred back
to its individual participants – as a purely ideal phenomenon, an epis-
temological pattern, a cognitive frame, a system of communication, etc;
in short, as the kind of reflexivity that never achieves closure because
it is not anchored in a practical question of relevance. The ‘idealism’ of
psychotherapy – as a ‘talking cure’ that pivots around the tensions
between the client as talked about, as talking, and as a contingent
participant in establishing the collective of talking (in a real world
where it must prove its relevance), yet must remain ignorant of those
same tensions in order to shape subjectivity – is constitutive and
prevails no matter how many layers of meta-reflection are piled up.

Crossing the chasm to the site of cultivation of subjectivity, then,
taught us more about the origins and the relevance of analyses of
practice forms. Just beneath the surface of psychotherapy’s self-denial,
a generalised self-reflection of the practice of reconstituting collectives
seems to hatch, though still frustrated with the obligatory performance
of the subject-object dichotomy. While the collective and its power
relations, in schooling, could hide behind the putatively self-sufficient
object, it seems, here, to be able to use an absence of any objectivity as a
smoke-screen no less efficient. 

In both cases, a major condition was the spatio-temporal delimita-
tion juxtaposed with a teleological framing, its, as it were,
micro-’heterotopian’ setting24 – the classroom and the therapeutic
space, the lesson and the session. It may be instructive, then, to review
collectivities in kinds of practice which are not constituted thus, even
if it means going beyond the (‘micro-sociological’) analytic level of
immediate interaction to a somewhat different field of knowledge. 

The example to break down ‘examples’: social work and
the bourgeois family
Social work could be such a practice. It seems to be precisely the kind
of practice that deals with subjectivity, even in its collective form,
without staging it in an intellectual or emotional space.25 It would
appear that the movement out of the enclosed space of the talking cure
takes us out into the real world and into more objective and material
matters. Indeed, social workers are often critical of the idealism of
psychotherapy. Yet if the already fragile and almost invisible objectivity
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reduced to an object of desire, it may reflect and affirm the inherent
possibility that intimacy is in fact reduced to privacy in the bourgeois
family, so that intersubjectivity is primarily that of a power relation-
ship, and it may then perform that affirmation through the ideological
form of psychotherapy for which the only existing – if vanishing –
objects are those of individual participant subjects with their traits,
problems etc 28

Social work models the cross-contextual scope of the family in ways
that are quite different from those of psychotherapy. Historically, the
‘policing’ of or standing-in for families (Donzelot, 1979) has always
been a central task in social work, something that implied the full-scale
arranging and regulating of everyday life for persons. Generally, this
has been tightly legally regulated and conditioned on the sanctioned
reduction of civil and social rights, among other things to protect the
autonomy of the citizen and the institution of the family (the form of
‘privacy’); in addition, attempts to impose professional standards have
supplemented legal standards as regulation has become increasingly
‘productive’ or positive. The rule has been, then: either individuals
enjoy recognition as unique subjects, or they are subjected to a social
engineering of family or everyday life. So the ‘pseudo-family’ collec-
tives of social work have been stripped of precisely the particularity and
transcendence of instrumental logics into everyday life that would have
been their most vital characteristic had they in fact been families. In
other words: the socially engineered family of social work is yet
another kind of ideologically self-denying collectivity.29

But of course, this problem still presupposes the cultural form of the
nuclear family, as part of the overall modern or bourgeois cultural
structure which Hegel described with the triangle of State, Civil
(Bourgeois) Society, and Family, representing the General, the Special,
and the Singular/Particular, respectively (Hegel, 1968). Once we realise
this – and as a kind of unintended cultural-historical consequence of
this – we can also begin to see how social work historically forms part
of the problematisation and reworking of that very structure which has
taken place with the welfare state. Rather than viewing the particular
collectives of social work as flawed profane copies of either God-given
or utopian-humanistic forms, they can be viewed as prototypical prac-
tices embodying and dealing with some aspects of the question of how
post-nation-state society can (best) be constituted as particular collec-
tives – and how that process can integrate instrumental rationalities as
well as holistic singularity. 
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of state intervention into civil society (and is even sometimes aware of
that). Viewed thus, as a work on ‘the social problem’, its scope goes all
the way, not only to the various indistinct communities of ‘community
work’, but actually to the emerging and self-transforming welfare
state.26

I hope the reader can appreciate the way in which the theoretical
problem of constitution of particular collectives as subjects who inter-
pellate participants as subjects finds a specific relevance in social work.
Precisely the tendency to a ‘critical’ transcendence of any given form –
which, despite the worldliness of its salvation, genealogically reminds
us of the Christian charity from which social work developed – recur-
rently poses, to all who still hold allegiance to that worldliness, the
question not just of how an artificial collective can be designed, but
also how it can transcend the limits of specialised design and become
an instance of the social as indistinct society, or of everyday life.
Against this background, the question of its particularisation – such as
in collectives of social work – is as paradoxical in practice as in theory. 

Nevertheless, it has its tradition. The institution par excellence
which can be said to paradoxically specialise in everyday life is the
family, ever since the modern bourgeois nuclear family was developed
as a site of intimacy and subjectivity – distinct and often dichotomised
from an array of productive activities that are increasingly delegated
outside the family to become specialised practices with their instru-
mental rationalities.27 The object that members of a family share is a
very elusive thing: everyday life itself; the heterogeneous totality of
objects and practices that comprise the life of each of its members as
particular and unique persons. It builds historically on the politics of
lineage, but retains in modern times its ‘natural’, biologically derived
identity, perhaps because of the lack of any other organising and differ-
entiating feature (anyone is qualified, under any conditions, etc) – even
if that identity is so frequently proven arbitrary, and, of course, even if
numerous kinds of discursive links can be made or broken between
blood and intimacy (Foucault, 1985). That is what makes it so precar-
ious and vital as a collective, at once so fragile and so enduring.

This cultural form is the root of the characteristics of family rela-
tions which we have learnt about in psychology (a knowledge largely
based on practices of psychotherapy in the above broad sense). For
instance, the reduction in psychoanalysis of intersubjective relations to
‘object relations’ reflects the ideological ‘loss of the shared object’ in
psychotherapy, but also in the family. When the intimate other is
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fullest realisation, is also a transformation of the idea of theorising
implied. It must move on from the deadlock opposition of ‘positive’
machination and ‘negative’ transcendence that is so often included in
either of the terms ‘psychology’ or ‘critical’ or both; it must perform an
ideology critique that realises its own historicity without falling for the
usual contemplative academism that amounts to a fetishism of
academic texts; finally, it must rework its own conceptual foundations,
not as a utopian celestialisation, nor as a heterotopian ordering of a
secluded space, but as a contribution to a reflexive prototyping that is
a child of its time – growing up to change it.

Notes
1. An effort that might be witnessed by consulting such (otherwise quite

diverse) works as (Billig, 1991) (Dreier, 1992; Dreier, 1999; Edwards and
Potter, 1992; Engeström, 1987; Holland and Lave, 2001; Middleton and
Brown, 2004a)

2. I cannot unfold, in the space of this article, how these basic categories theo-
retically imply other basic features of the concept of the subject, such as
reproduction, need, will, finitude etc 

3. One tricky issue has been whether ideology should be posited as a
universal process (thus itself transcendental), or rather whether it should
be contrasted to some (even more transcendental) pre- and/ or post-ideo-
logical realm. My position is that ideology can be usefully treated as
omni-historical, provided that so is its productive transformation. Thus,
no particular ideology is as universal as it believes itself to be, but the idea
that ideological particularity is universal matches all evidence and seems
relevant to overcome specific kinds of utopian blindness. Specifically, it
would be a disastrous utopianism to reserve the concept as an analytical
resource to those empirical collectivities and meanings which are deemed
‘bad’ beforehand. It is another matter altogether that ideology is only iden-
tifiable as ideology from the point of view of its transformation –
self-consciousness is radically decentred as a perpetual self-overcoming
(Nissen, 2004b; Nissen, 2004c).

4. The internal dialectical relations of form and transformation imply that we
cannot simply distinguish between ideology =reproduction=stasis and
class consciousness=transformation=development, or the like.
Reproduction is as necessary and constitutive a moment of subjectivity
itself as is transformation. But ideology, when abstracted from its
movement and context, from its immanence in social practice – that is,
when viewed in itself (Zizek, 1994), from the inside or from an absolute
outside – performs and creates persistent dichotomies that tend to entrap
even the project of overcoming it. Thus, for instance, in CP, the distinction
between restrictive action potency (the attempt to defend a relative level of
action potency) and expansive action potency (the endeavour to overcome the
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Likewise, as the (direct, sovereign) exertion of power gradually
retreats from the family as well as from the utopian-humanist collec-
tives of social work, to assume an increasingly ‘external’ character,
foundational yet distant from the intersubjectivities of free private
individuals (in safe Western enclaves) and their psychologising ideolo-
gies, the critical reconstitution of social work as forms of political
empowerment, if it actually engages with those constitutive material
Others of social work – the penal/judiciary system, the regulations of
immigration, the medical regulation of deviant bodies, etc, etc – may
address basic aspects of Modern state collectivity in an equally positive
fashion, that is, by way of creating prototypical collectives that chal-
lenge the prevailing ideology by mobilising to alternative political
projects.30

Conclusion
The overall ideological dichotomy of subject and object is also a form
of distribution of particular ideologies across particular collectives and
kinds of collectives. This became evident in the contrast between
schooling and psychotherapy. If it is true that social work is a kind of
practice that tends to transcend those boundaries, it can be said to be a
reflexive potential of social work to develop the demand for a general
theory of particular collectives as subjects. Perhaps the objectification
of holistic subjectivism, and the universalising particularisation of
everyday life, which are paradoxical philosophical requirements and
fragile occurrences in social work practices, repeatedly resituate the
dichotomy and lead the way to its transformation. Each time the ‘social
problem’ is addressed anew, and broken apart in objectivist and subjec-
tivist practices, the shadow sides of those practices may be brought to
resurface along with their collectivities. 

By the same token, however, the abstract idea of a social engineering
of collectives that allows us to manipulate that theoretical object freely,
is fundamentally questioned. That object becomes relevant in the same
socio-culturally specific processes that produce and perform it in insti-
tutional practices, and carries the same limitations. It is only when
social work, in a very ambitious version of a welfare state, takes the
‘social problem’ as the occasion to formulate the daunting task of
creating collectives that embrace power, production and everyday life,
that we can begin to see the depths and the scope of collectivity, and
thus objectify the subjectivity of participation.

Thus, the substantialisation of the theory sketched here, towards its
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12. Perhaps an odd term, but one that does not, like the more familiar teaching
or (school-) learning, assume the activity as fundamentally either one of
non-learning or one of non-teaching, and one that designates its socio-
historical institutional context.

13. Which sometimes leads to terminological confusions, especially in
analyses using Engeström’s triangle model (Engeström, 1987), since this
curiously does not include a concept of aims or goals, and also (particularly
as taken up in numerous secondary texts) tends to perform as an empiristic
classificatory system. 

14. The question of theoretical or empirical thinking, according to Davydov,
expansive or defensive learning in the theory of Ho1zkamp (1993).

15. Another way of putting this is to say that schooling appears when learning is
disentangled from everyday activities that are governed by multiple aims and
comes to exist as a ‘learning for itself ’ in a context and a collective of its own.
This is, incidentally, a simple explanation of why learning has been histori-
cally conceived as a product of teaching: a theory of education presupposes
the formal social determination of an object to be learnt, a curriculum. The
resulting tensions between the learning-in-itself that characterises the
general process, and the learning-for-itself that realises it in relation to
specific objects, leads to the recurrent critical movements that can be
witnessed in pedagogical discourse. See Nissen, 2002a; Nissen, 1999a.

16. Thus, the struggles over what the activity is about, reported by Eckert
(1989) or Willis (1977), are not necessarily outside of schooling itself, even
if, of course, each participant has her own trajectory of participation
(Dreier, 1999) with which to make sense of teaching.

17. This example is borrowed from Holzkamp (1993), who criticises that
practice because it is control rather than joint learning. But my approach
is quite different from Holzkamp’s in that here, control is seen as neces-
sarily inherent to learning as part of schooling, not only because schooling
reproduces specific social relations (class domination) in the form of tech-
nical conventions for dealing with objects (such as time), but also,
conversely, because certain objects (like time) can only be handled techni-
cally with conventions and thus schooling – though, significantly,
conventions that have been bound up with specific social relations can
potentially by reclaimed by others.

18. Conflict and co-operation between families and schools have been to a
large extent mediated by regulations of pupils’ movements between insti-
tutions and institutional spaces; this feature results from (and necessitates)
the basic time-space structure of the classroom and itself contributes to
objectifying knowledge as something that moves around with the pupil.

19. The ‘we’ of academic texts is not only the writing professor including (but
rarely mentioning) his subordinates, but also the classroom collectivity
under his author-ity.

20. Of course, the school, in this respect, both learned from and exchanged
with other institutions such as the military, the convent, and, later, the
industrial organisation.
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conditions and powers that limit action potency to a definite level) was
carefully articulated (in, for example, Osterkamp, 1976) as an analytical
concepts for a subject’s reflection of her own situation, beyond a mere sepa-
ration of reproduction from production; yet in practice, the concepts have
been repeatedly counterposed and used in empiristic classifications –
perhaps because of the way those concepts, and the constitutive relation
between pure (and relentlessly purifying), revolutionary theory and an
imperfect practice – in bourgeois-conditions, served to define politically-
ideologically a community of CP (Nissen, 2004b).

5. This aspect of collectivity has been extensively investigated in the CHAT
tradition. This version of a conceptual structure for understanding activity
modifies and critically appropriates Leontiev’s original theory (Leont’ev,
A.N., 1981) in a way very different from Engeström’s ‘extended triangle’
(Engeström, 1987) which in some places is (mis-)taken as almost synony-
mous with CHAT as such. It is developed through going back to Leontiev’s
(and others’) background in a Hegelian-Marxist theory of practice
(Bernstein, 1971; Højrup, 2003; Ilyenkov, 1977b; Jensen, 1987; Jensen,
1999; see also Axel and Nissen, 1993; Nissen, 2002a; Nissen, 2003; Nissen,
2004b; Nissen, 2004c; Nissen, 1999a).

6. I am aware that the temporality of Althusser’s concept of interpellation is
complex. Rather than simple linear time, Althusser operates a dichotomy
of two timeless zones: on the one hand ‘inside’ ideology, where the subject
is always-already there and the unconscious is eternal, and on the other
hand the ‘achronous’ logic of theoretical determinations which is ‘outside’
ideology. If breaking down the dichotomy allows the daylight of real time,
the issue of subjectivity itself complicates matters beyond any simple
sequence of events. In my view, the only possible solution is to embrace
potentiality: the idea that subjects can only be approached in their
becoming, and fundamentally normatively, ie in the light of what we want
or do not want them (or us) to become.

7. This mutuality is logically immanent to participation, no matter how ‘asym-
metrical’ the intersubjective relation between community and participant
(think of an individual and the superpower state of which she is citizen).

8. This ‘first-person-(plural)-perspective’ is in fact in many ways indebted to
ethnomethodological and interactionist analyses, perhaps in particular a
Goffmanian frame analysis (Goffman, 1981; Goffman, 1986).

9. It is interesting to note how sociology was founded as an endeavour that
reconstructed society at its most abstract level, in a science that was
supposed to evolve sui generis from it, yet treated the processes that differ-
entiated society into societies – and thus gave that science all the empirical
objects that defined it, as completely external or accidental. Cf Højrup,
2003. 

10. Jean Lave, lecture at University of Copenhagen, 2001.
11. In Agnes Heller’s terminology (Heller, 1981; Heller, 1985), the backbone of

everyday life are objectifications-in-itself characterised precisely by
heterogeneity and comprehensiveness.
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educational, therapeutic and social work practices, a theory of participatory
subjectivity, even one based on a CP, cannot escape engaging with a theory
of state. To this purpose, I have been engaged in an interdisciplinary
project on the culture and history of the (Danish) welfare state (see Højrup,
2003). 

27. A split which has been reproduced in organisational theory between the
rationalist tradition aptly summarised by (Mintzberg, 1993) – collective
organised by distribution and coordination of given tasks – and the
abstract sociology of institutions portrayed by, for example. Ahrne (1990) –
collective as organised reproduction of patterns of interaction. In fact, this
whole article could have been developed through a discussion of organisa-
tional or management theory, rather than schooling, psychotherapy and
social work.

28. The opposite side of that coin, identification, which is a simple implication
of the structure of participation (‘We’ are both ‘I’ and ‘You’), was high-
lighted but never explained in psychoanalysis; it is either completely
eclipsed by ‘object relations’ or suddenly appears out of nowhere. It seems
evident that the more all-encompassing the common object and thus the
collective, the deeper the identification will be, the more precarious the
tensions between power and co-operation, and, consequently, the greater
the potential tendency to shift abruptly between total identification and
total reduction of the other to an object, and between an extreme fixation
to the particular and a complete substitutability.

29. A special prototypical instance here is the foster family, the very image of
a ‘pseudo-family’ collective, appropriated by legal and professional regula-
tions, and deprived of the lasting, (next-to-) last-instance responsibility
that the state delegates to ordinary families, yet precisely enrolled to supply
family love. 

30. Even if my own collaboration with experimenting social workers in
Copenhagen has only, of course, provided glimpses of such possibilities, I
would maintain their relevance as ideal points of reference without which
the material exchanges and transformations of the real collectives I studied
could not have been reconstructed. See Mørck, 2000; Nissen, 1997; Nissen,
1998; Nissen, 2002b; Nissen, 2003; Nissen, 2004a; Nissen, 2004d; Nissen,
1999a; Nissen, 1999b.
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21. This priority implies disattending – and techniques for disattending – both
the various ‘irrelevant’ intersubjective relations that are realised, such as
customer/user-provider, citizen-public servant/institution; citizen-citizen;
man-woman etc etc , and the professional expertise of the therapist, which
is in the same process de-personalised (Dreier, 1992).

22. In psychoanalysis the idea of a ‘communication between unconscious-
nesses’, in client-centred therapy ‘involvement’, gestalt therapy
‘awareness’, in narrative therapy ‘unique outcomes’, etc 

23. See also Georgaca, 2003.
24. Heterotopia, in Foucault (Foucault, 1986), ‘… are something like counter-

sites, a kind of effectively enacted utopia in which the real sites, all the
other real sites that can be found within the culture, are simultaneously
represented, contested, and inverted’. Much has been made of this idea as
capturing not only revolutionary modernistic places such as political
communes or deviant enclosures, but also postmodern paradises of endless
heterogeneity and pure processuality (Hetherington, 1997)). I find it more
useful as a tool to investigate the many forms of spatialised (and tempo-
ralised) differences that are unfolded in various institutional practices
throughout Modernity and in certain predecessors such as convents or
theatres. 

25. Of course, social work takes place in all sorts of spaces, frames, institutions,
etc , that each house specific collectives. The point, here, is that it is not
defined by and does not necessarily employ one of these; often, social work
is the general name for the work that includes specialised practices in
specialised places such as therapy, teaching, etc In terms of dialectical logic,
social work can be regarded as the germ cell that may subsequently be
objectified and negated in specialised interventions; the general kind
which exists as a moment in all its special forms and all its particular
instances, but which may also be realised in-and-for-itself as a particular
(Ilyenkov, 1977b).

26. This is vital to understand and highlights some ways in which the
dominant, primarily Anglo-American scientific ‘community’, even as
critical discourse analysis, genealogy etc (Cruikshank, 1999; Donzelot,
1979; Rose, 1999; Stenson, 1993), may be a poor guide to understanding
social work in a Nordic welfare state where, first of all, universalism has
meant the building of comprehensive state institutions much more, for
example, than in France or the UK. The Nordic phenomena of eg universal
state-organised coverage of pre-school child care, or health care, or after-
school facilities etc , are quite substantial social facts, and the issue of
universalism/particularism is still recurrent in all fields of social work.
More generally, the totality of society achieves an important kind of closure
as particular and self-conscious collective in the shape of a state, at least
given the structure of boundried nation-states that prevailed in Europe and
its colonies between the peace of Westphalen in 1648 and until the advent
of superpowers with nuclear weapons. Given that the subject-position of
the state underlies the emergence of (modern) social theory as well as

174 critical psychology



Hetherington, K. (1997). The Badlands of Modernity. Heterotopia and Social
Ordering. London: Routledge.

Hofmeister, A. (1998). Zur Kritik des Bildungsbegriffs aus subjektwissenschaftlicher
Perspektive. Diskursanalytische Untersuchungen. Hamburg: Argument.

Holland, D. and Lave, J. (2001). ‘History in Person: An Introduction’. Holland,
D.and J. Lave (eds), History in Person. Enduring Struggles, Contentious Practice,
Intimate Identities (pp3-36). Santa Fe: School of American Research.

Holquist, M. (1990). Dialogism. Bakhtin and his World. London / New York:
Routledge.

Holzkamp, K. (1993). Lernen. Subjektwissenschaftliche Grundlegung.
Frankfurt/New York: Campus Verlag.

Horkheimer, M. and Adorno, T. W. (1969). Dialektik der Aufklärung.
Philosophische Fragmente. Frankfurt/M: S. Fischer Verlag.

Hänninen, S. and Paldán, L. (1983). Rethinking Ideology: A Marxist Debate.
Berlin: Argument-Verlag.

Højrup, T. (2003). State, Culture and Life-Modes. The Foundations of Life-Mode
Analysis. Aldershot, UK: Ashgate.

Ilyenkov, E. V. (1977b). Dialectical Logic. Essays on its History and Theory.
Moscow: Progress Publishers.

Ilyenkov, E. V. (1977a). ‘The Concept of the Ideal’. Ilyenkov, E.V. (ed.). Problems
of Dialectical Materialism. Moscow: Progress Publishers.

Ilyenkov, E. V. (1991). ‘Activity and Knowledge’. Ilyenkov, E.V. (ed.). Filosofiya
i Kul’tura [Philosophy and Culture]. Moscow: Politizdat.

Jensen, U. J. (1987). Practice and Progress: A Theory for the Modern Health Care
System. Oxford: Blackwell.

Jensen, U. J. (1999). ‘Categories in Activity Theory: Marx’s Philosophy Just-in-
time’. Chaiklin, S, M. Hedegaard and U.J. Jensen (eds.). Activity Theory and
Social Practice: Cultural-Historical Approaches (pp79-99). Aarhus: Aarhus:
University Press.

Laclau, E. and Mouffe, C. (2001). Hegemony and Socialist Strategy. London:
Verso.

Lave, J. and Wenger, E. (1991). Situated Learning. Legitimate Peripheral
Participation. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Leont’ev, A.N. (1981). Problems of the development of the mind. Moscow: Progress
Publishers.

Middleton, D. and Brown, S. D. (2005). The Social Psychology of Experience.
London: Sage.

Middleton, D. and Brown, S. D. (2004). ‘Topologies of durability and transfor-
mation in networks at work: Exploring the organization of accountability
and agency in neonatal intensive care’. Paper to the 3rd Conference for
Socio-Cultural Research, New Conditions for the Production of Knowledge:
Globalization and Social Practice, Sao Paulo, Brazil. Loughborough
University, UK [On-line]. Available:
http://www.devpsy.lboro.ac.uk/psygroup/djm/BrazilDM%26SB.html

Middleton, D. and Murakami, K. (2004). ‘Collectivity and Agency in
Remembering and Reconciliation’. Outlines 5.

the subjectivity of participation 177

Bernstein, R. J. (1971). Praxis and Action. Contemporary Philosophies of Human
Activity. . Philadelphia.

Billig, M. (1991). Ideology and Opinions. London.
Billig, M. (1997). Banal Nationalism. London: Sage.
Bourdieu, P. (1977). Outline of a Theory of Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.
Cruikshank, B. (1999). The Will to Empower. Democratic Citizens and Other

Subjects. Ithaca and. London: Cornell University Press.
Davydov, V. V. (1973). Arten der Verallgemeinerung im Unterricht. Berlin: Volk and

Wissen Verlag.
Davydov, V. V. and Markova, A. K. (1983). ‘A concept of educational activity for

schoolchildren. 21:1, 50-76. Soviet Psychology 21: 50-76.
Donzelot, J. (1979). The Policing of Families. Baltimore/London.
Dreier, O. (1992). ‘Re-Searching Psychotherapeutic Activity’. Lave, J. and S.

Chaiklin (eds). Understanding Practice (pp104-124). Cambridge, MA.:
Cambridge University Press.

Dreier, O. (1999). ‘Personal Trajectories of Participation across Contexts of
Social Practice’. Outlines 1: 5-32.

Eckert, P. (1989). Jocks and Burnouts. Social Categories and Identity in the High
School. New York: Teachers College Press.

Edwards, D. and Potter, J. (1992). Discursive psychology. London: Sage.
Engeström, Y. (1987). Learning by Expanding. An activity-theoretical approach to

developmental research. Helsinki: Jyväskylä.
Foucault, M. (1985). The History of Sexuality I-III. New York: Vintage Books.
Foucault, M. (1986). ‘Of Other Spaces’. Diacritics 16: 22-27.
Foucault, M. (1997). Discipline and Punish. The Birth of the Prison. New York:

Vintage Books.
Freire, P. (1996). Pedagogy of the Oppressed. London: Penguin Books.
Georgaca, E. (2003). ‘Exploring Signs and Voices in the Therapeutic Space’. 13

(4): 541-560. Theory and Psychology 13:541-560.
Goffman, E. (1961). Asylums. Essays on the Social Situation of Mental Patients and

Other Inmates. London: Penguin Press.
Goffman, E. (1981). Forms of Talk. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania

Press.
Goffman, E. (1986). Frame Analysis. An Essay on the Organization of Experience.

Boston: North Eastern University Press.
Haug, F. (2003). Lernverhältnisse. Selbstbewegungen und Selbstblockierungen.

Hamburg: Argument.
Haug, W. F. (1979). ‘Umrisse zu einer Theorie des Ideologischen’. Projekt

Ideologie-Theorie. Theorien über Ideologie (pp178-205). Berlin: Argument
Verlag.

Hegel, G. W. F. (1968). Philosophy of Right. New York: Oxford University Press.
Heller, A. (1981). Das Alltagsleben. Versuch einer Erklärung der individuellen

Reproduktion. Frankfurt/M: Suhrkamp Verlag.
Heller, A. (1985). The Power of Shame. A Rational Perspective. London:

Routledge.

176 critical psychology



Philp, M. (1979).’Notes on the form of knowledge in social work’. The
Sociological Review 27: 83-112.

Popkewitz, T. and L. Fendler (1999). Critical Theories in Education. Changing
Terrains of Knowledge and Power. London: Taylor and Francis.

Rose, N. (1999). Powers of Freedom. Reframing Political Thought. Cambridge:
Cambrige University Press.

Ruben, P. (1978). Dialektik und Arbeit der Philosophie. Köln: Pahl-Rugenstein
Verlag.

Solis, J. (2002). No human being is illegal. Counter-identities in a community of
undocumented Mexican immigrants and children. Paper to the ISCRAT confer-
ence 2002. 

Stenson, K. (1993). ‘Social work discourse and the social work interview’.
Economy and Society 22: 42-76.

Tolman, C. W. (1994). Psychology, Society, and Subjectivity. An Introduction to
German Critical Psychology. London: Routledge.

Tolman, C. W et.al (1991). Critical Psychology. Contributions to an Historical
Science of the Subject. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Varenne, H. and McDermott, R. (1998). Successful Failure. The School America
Builds. Boulder, Colorado/Oxford: Westview Press.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1962). Thought and Language. Boston: MIT Press.
Wartofsky, M. W. (1979). Models. Representation and the Scientific Understanding.

Dordrecht / Boston / London: D.Reidel.
Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of Practice – Learning, Meaning, and Identity.

Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press.
Willis, P. (1977). Learning to labour. How working class kids get working class jobs.

Aldershot/UK: Gower Press.
Zizek, S. (1993). Tarrying with the Negative: Kant, Hegel, and the Critique of

Ideology. Durham: Duke University Press.
Zizek, S. (1994). ‘The Spectre of Ideology’. Zizek, S. (ed.). Mapping Ideology

(pp1-33). London / New York: Verso.

the subjectivity of participation 179

Minnick, N. (1993). ‘Teacher’s directives: The social construction of “literal”
meanings and “real world” in classroom discourse’. Chaiklin, S.and J. Lave
(eds), Understanding Practice. Perspectives on Activity and Context. (pp343-
376). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mintzberg, H. (1993). Structure in fives. Designing effective organizations.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J., USA: Prentice Hall.

Mørck, L. L. (2000). ‘Practice Research and Learning Resources. A joint
venture with the initiative “Wild Learning”’. Outlines 2: 61-84.

Nissen, M. (1997). Conditions for User Influence in a Social Development Project.
Nordiske Udkast, 25, 45-64.

Nissen, M. (1998). ‘Ideologies and developments in practical dealings with
addiction’. Fried, B.K.C.M.M.and G. Wolf (eds). Erkenntnis und
Parteilichkeit. Kritische Psychologie als marxistische Subjektwissenschaft (pp229-
240). Berlin/Hamburg: Argument Sonderband 254.

Nissen, M. (2002b). ‘To Be and Not To Be. The Subjectivity of Drug Taking’.
Outlines 4: 39-60.

Nissen, M. (2002a). ‘Wildes Lernen. Nachlese als Vorbereitung’. Forum
Kritische Psychologie 97-122.

Nissen, M. (2003). ‘Objective Subjectification: The Anti-Method Of Social
Work’. Mind, Culture and Acitivity 10: 332-349.

Nissen, M. (2004c). ‘Das Subjekt der Kritik’. Forum kritische Psychologie 47: 73-
98. 

Nissen, M. (2004d). ‘How can “young drug misusers” become “persons”?’
Presentation to the First International Symposium: Health, Humanity, and
Culture – Comparative Social Practices, Malibu, Cal., October 2003.
Department of Psychology, University of Copenhagen [On-line]. Available:
http://www.psy.ku.dk/mnissen/Text/SMK03.htm .

Nissen, M. (2004). The Subject of Critique. English version of ‘Das Subjekt der
Kritik’. Forum Kritische Psychologie 47, 73-98. 

Nissen, M. (2004a). ‘Wild Objectification: Social Work as Object’. Outlines 6:
73-89.

Nissen, M. (1999). ‘Wild Learning’ – The Beginning of Practice Research about a
Project Combining Social Work, Staff Training, and Institutional Reform.
(Working papers). Aarhus, Network for Non-scholastic Learning,
University of Aarhus. 
Ref Type: Pamphlet

Nissen, M. (1999b). ‘Subjects, discourse and ideology in social work’. Maiers,
W. et al (eds). Challenges to Theoretical Psychology (pp286-294). North York,
Canada: Captus Press.

Olesen, F. (2003). Vidensapparatet. Om forskningsprocesser og epistemisk teknologi.
Aarhus: Forskningscenter Sundhed, Menneske og Kultur.

Osterkamp, U. (1976). Motivationsforschung 2. Die besonderheit menschlicher
Bedürfnisse – Problematik und Erkenntnisgehalt der Psychoanalyse.
Frankfurt/New York: Campus Verlag.

Parker, I. (1997). Psychoanalytic Culture. Psychoanalytic Discourse in Western
Society. London: Sage.

178 critical psychology



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


