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Abstract

This study examined how clients discursively constructed non-agency in their first session of
individual psychotherapy. The data comprised videotaped and verbatim transcribed first sessions
from nine therapies and was analyzed by open reading and focus on the linguistic exposition of the
therapeutic dyads’ expressions. Using theory-based considerations and data-based analysis of the
expressions of both clients and therapists in their talk, we created a model of discursive means for
ascribing agentic or non-agentic positions, the 10 Discursive Tools model (10DT). Here we focused
on how the client, when presenting his/her issues, displayed problematic or lacking agency by
ascribing him/herself a non-agentic position using the non-agency tools. There was large variability
in the frequency of use of the non-agency tools, in how the tools were used in combination with
each other, and in how the clients moved from one tool to another. The clients could not be
classified according to their non-agency tool use patterns. The content of the clients’ problems did
not determine which tools were used to construct the non-agentic positioning, that is, the client
could speak about the same problem with a variety of different non-agency tools, and the same tools
were used when positioning towards a variety of issues. The study shows the potential of the 10DT
model for the detailed examination of presentations of “not-being-able” produced by clients in
psychotherapy discourse, and it suggests that therapists pay close attention to this diversity of

expressions.

Keywords: psychotherapy; discourse analysis; problem talk; agency
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Constructing Non-Agency at the Beginning of Psychotherapy: The 10DT model

People seek help from conversational therapies when they experience some kind of loss of mastery
in their lives. Theoretically, this can be defined as a disturbed sense of agency (Adler, 2012;
Anderson & Goolishian, 1992; Dimaggio, 2011; Mackrill, 2009; Wahlstrém, 2006a, 2006b). From
this standpoint, the work on clients’ agency problems and advancing their sense of agency becomes
the prime mission in counseling and psychotherapy (Adler, 2012; Avdi, 2005; Avdi, Lerou &
Seikkula, 2015; Kurri, 2005; Kurri & Wabhlstrém, 2007; Seilonen & Wahlstrém, 2015).

In this multiple case study, we present a model of how clients use different discursive
means, or “tools,” in their first psychotherapy session to create a presentation of loss of agency.
Taking a situational, language-focused, and post-psychological point of view, we highlight lost
agency as a language-mediated interactional phenomenon (e.g., McLeod, 2006). This is not to say
that the experience of lost agency would not be “genuine” in a psychological sense, but we aim to
examine in detail how clients achieve the institutionally framed objective of positioning themselves

as credible users of psychotherapy (Wahlstrom & Seilonen, 2016).

Agency and Non-agency

Aspects of Agency

The literature on the concept of agency includes various aspects, such as the sense of separateness,
intentional influence, mental ownership, reflectivity, coherent narration, and intersubjectivity. From
a more quantitative perspective, a review of six psychometric measures of subjective client agency,
understood as the clients’ expectations related to their active role in psychotherapy, has been

presented by Coleman and Neimeyer (2015).
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Sense of separateness. The notion of being separate from one’s surroundings is a prerequisite
of having any kind of a personal relation to issues. It lies at the basis of a sense of agency (Avdi,
2005; Gillespie, 2012; Kdgler, 2010).

Intentional influence. In philosophical discourse, agency has traditionally denoted “the
power to do” or “the force that causes effects” (Pope, 1998, pp. 242-243). According to Kogler
(2010, 2012), core features of agency are, first, being able to intentionally cause change in the world
and, second, to differentiate between actions and events caused either by oneself, or by conditions
attributable to external causes.

Pope (1998) states that the notion of an agent refers to someone capable of doing things and
making things happen politically and psychologically, implying a degree of activity and
independence. Harré (1993) holds that to recognize someone as a social actor means to
acknowledge that the person’s actions are informed by that individual’s intentions

Furthermore, agency is related to affecting things, others, oneself, or one’s life (Mackrill,
2009) and to being able to exert an influence over one’s own experience (Adler, 2013). Motivation,
incentive, and acknowledging oneself as capable of starting action that affects one’s surroundings
are recognized as essential features of agency (Avdi, 2005; Dimaggio, 2011; Gillespie, 2012;
Kdgler, 2010, 2012), as are making intentional and constructive choices, changing the course of
one’s actions, and potentially reaching one’s goals while genuinely creating one’s life (Avdi, 2005;
Emirbayer & Mische, 1998; Jenkins, 2001; Jolanki, 2009).

Mental ownership. Achieving a sense of agency requires the actor to see his/her own mind as
autonomous and different from the minds of others (Semerari et al., 2003). It also includes viewing
one’s psychological experiences as mental phenomena (Bateman & Fonagy, 2004). Thus, the actor
can recognize him- or herself as the creator of his/her own thoughts, feelings, actions, and
experiences instead of treating them as outside entities (Dimaggio, 2011; Salvatore, Carcione &

Dimaggio 2012; Ogden, 1986).
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Reflectivity. Agency entails assuming a degree of distance and a critical self-observing or
reflexive stance towards one’s thinking, actions, or other aspect of oneself (Dimaggio, 2011;
Georgaca, 2001; Kennedy, 1997; Rennie, 2010). This includes the possibility of viewing certain
impulses or desires as problematic, unwanted, or inauthentic (Kogler, 2012). According to Rennie
(2004, 2007), reflexivity is self-awareness, thinking about one’s thinking and feeling. Rennie (2004)
states that people can have an agentic effect on themselves and on others, either being aware of it or
not being aware of it. According to him, radical reflexivity, the awareness of one’s self-awareness,
forms the basis for true agency, as people can develop a relationship with what they find when they
are self-aware (Rennie, 2010).

Coherent narration. Assuming a reflective perspective allows speakers to display their
present experiences and/or actions as related to either past events, experiences, or actions, or
assumed/expected future ones, and thus to produce continuity in their personal life stories
(Georgaca, 2001). This notion highlights agency as a temporally embedded process where the
narrated past is reconstructed within the present and carried further into alternative future
possibilities (Emirbayer & Mische, 1998; Kupferberg & Green, 2005; Ogden, 1986). Adler (2012)
sees agency as a storied representation of a belief that one is able to influence his/her circumstances
and as a narrative theme including the individual’s sense of autonomy, mastery, achievement, and
therefore also their sense of meaning and purpose in life.

Intersubjectivity. From the standpoint of social interaction, intersubjectivity has been
suggested as the basis of agency (Gillespie, 2012; Kégler, 2012; Markova, 2003). Agentic actors,
while embedded in one situation, transcend this and take a more general perspective (Gillespie,
2012). In psychotherapy, this may imply that the clients incorporate the therapist’s position into
their own reflective understanding (Georgaca, 2001) and that they are aware of their relationship
with the therapist as an autonomous agent (Rennie, 2010).

Loss of Agency
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Non-agency or the loss of a sense of agency is experienced as the feeling of losing mastery in some
realm of one’s life. It has been conceptualized in terms of the person being in the position of an
object or victim of some “alien” entity that is initiating the action or controlling him/her
(Kupferberg & Green, 2005). Not infrequently, therapy clients do depict themselves as being
affected by an illness or an experience as if these were such alien entities (Avdi, Lerou, & Seikkula,
2015; Karatza & Avdi, 2011; Ogden, 1986). Discursively, clients may display what has been coined
“agentless talk” by speaking about their unwished-for experiences and actions as just happening to
them, thus taking the position of the receiver of their own experiences, or about their present actions
as having followed some particular rule or as being the effect of some causal process (Kurri &
Wahlstrom, 2007). According to Wahlstrém and Seilonen (2016), loss of agency is on one hand an
actual state of affairs in a person’s life, and on the other hand a discursive presentation or display of

oneself as being in a non-agentic position.

Agentic and Non-Agentic Positioning

In everyday discourse and social interaction, people tend to show to themselves, as well as to
others, that they will their actions and are the authors of their own deeds and speech (Harré, 1993).
The challenge that people face when entering psychotherapy, however, is more complex. The
institutional invitation is to present themselves in want of therapeutic help. To answer this call, the
clients need to describe and make understandable situations where they either do not initiate actions
they wish to or are expected to assume, or where they undertake actions not expected nor wished for
either by themselves or by their close community (Wahlstrom, 2006a). These descriptions—or
discursive displays—contribute to the adoption of a non-agentic position in respect to some aspects
of one’s life. In such non-agentic positions, the speaker’s opportunities to influence situations and
actions are depicted as reduced, while in adopting an agentic position the speaker is showing him-

or herself as taking an active and responsible stance (Wahlstrom, 2016).
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Positioning refers to how people in situated talk place themselves in various ways
with regards to different aspects of their experience and life situations, thus creating different
positions for themselves (Davies & Harré, 1990; Jolanki, 2009). According to Wahlstrém (2016),
positions are always taken in relation to something or somebody, and they suggest the positioning
of both self and others. Positions change when speakers vary the accounts they give of events and
the descriptions of the characteristics, rights, and duties that can be attributed to those involved.
This situated notion differs from the concept of subject position as used by Guilfoyle (2016), who
defines it as a place filled with personally resonant historical experience, storylines, and categories
that form a historically coherent and socially sustainable sense of self. The linguistically detailed
and situationally sensitive approach adopted in this study, in line with Avdi (2016) and Winslade
(2016), defines the concept of position in a way that leaves space for discursive nuances and their
variance.

Earlier research on positioning and agency in psychotherapy has shown that
disclaiming one’s own agency is a relatively common discursive practice adopted by clients, and
that positionings evolve and change throughout the course of the therapy process (Avdi, 2012; Kurri
& Wahlstrém, 2005, 2007; Suoninen & Wahlstrom, 2009). Discursive approaches to therapy
research, in particular, have emphasized the availability of multiple subject positions and suggested
that the aim of therapy is to introduce new discourses and enhance the client’s ability to adopt
various subject positions (Avdi & Georgaca, 2009; Avdi, 2016), pointing also to the importance of
greater flexibility in position use as a result of therapy (Avdi, 2016).

In problem talk, positioning is multifaceted. It includes constructing positions with
regard to the trouble, the therapist, the treatment institution, and the “self,” as well as the relation
between these positions. The discursive positions clients create may be more or less agentic or non-
agentic. Furthermore, the act of presenting oneself as having problems in life (i.e., as non-agentic) is

an active discursive deed in itself, and is in that sense a display of agency. In this research, the
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construction of agentic or non-agentic positions is considered as giving oneself or others ascriptions
of agency or non-agency with the use of discursive devices, which we will refer to as agency or
non-agency tools. The clients use such tools to ascribe (non-)agency to themselves and the
therapists to ascribe (non-)agency to the clients. In this paper, the focus is on how the clients give
ascriptions of non-agency to themselves, that is, how they use non-agency tools in self-referring
accounts. The notion of tools is used as a metaphor to underline that taking a non-agentic position is
also an active discursive act. This does not mean that presenting oneself as a non-agent would be
necessarily intentional in the psychological sense.

The ascription of agency or non-agency for the client—in other words, constructing
for him/her an agentic or non-agentic position—is performed by the client him- or herself with self-
ascriptions or by the therapist with other-ascriptions. A simple example of self-ascribing non-
agency and creating a non-agentic position could be “The panic attacks just spiraled out of control.”
The speaker positions himself as the object of panic that acts on its own, and does not refer to
himself in the expression in any way, not with a personal pronoun or any other verbalization that
would suggest that the speaker is the one who experiences the panic attacks.

In this study, we asked how clients discursively constructed their presentations of non-
agency in the first session of psychotherapy. Answering this question entailed creating a model of
discursive means with which problematic or lacking agency can be displayed. This model, called
the 10 Discursive Tools model (10DT), is presented as the result of the study. The model consists of
ten discursive tools of agency and non-agency, and was created using both theory-based
considerations and data-based analysis of the discursive means used by clients and therapists in
their talk. As stated before, in this study we focused only on the ascriptions of non-agency given by
the clients to themselves. Hence, self-ascriptions of agency given by the clients and ascriptions of

both agency and non-agency given to the clients by the therapists were left to further research.

Method



CONSTRUCTING NON-AGENCY 9

Participants and Data

The primary data of this study consisted of the first sessions of nine individual psychotherapies
(their length varying from 19 to 78 sessions) conducted by five different trainee therapists who
studied in a university-based program of integrative psychotherapy. In one of the nine sessions there
was a more experienced therapist conducting the session with the trainee and in two sessions there
was a psychology student observing. Eight of the clients were female and one was male. The clients
were between 19 and 45 years of age. All of the clients were self-referred to the therapy, which took
place at a university psychotherapy clinic in Finland. The clients’ presenting problems, reported in
their first phone call when booking the session, included depression, fatigue, social anxiety, stress,
panic attacks, coping with divorce, and binging and purging. The sessions were conducted in
Finnish. Videotaping and the use of the sessions for research purposes took place with the informed
consent of the clients, using a protocol reviewed by the Ethics Committee of the university. Eight of
the sessions were transcribed in Finnish by the first author, and one had been previously transcribed

by a psychology master’s student. All analyses were performed on the original Finnish transcripts.

Analysis

Open reading. The analysis started by watching and listening to the nine first sessions
of the psychotherapies. In the continuous reading and re-reading of the transcribed sessions,
attention was paid to the different ways the clients and therapists used language to depict the clients,
in a broad sense, as hon-agentic. We noticed that there were also agentic discursive constructions in
the data and started to look systematically for the agentic counterparts of the non-agentic ways of
speaking. Passages identified by the first author as representing varying ways of displaying non-
agency and agency were read together in consensus meetings by all three authors. The cycle,
including the first author re-reading the material and the evolving categorization being discussed in

consensus meetings, was repeated several times.



CONSTRUCTING NON-AGENCY 10

Criteria construction. During the analysis, we did not primarily pay attention to the
content of the presentations but to the more formal side of the linguistic exposition. Attention was
paid to: (a) who or what was in the place of the grammatical subject and was thus the performer of
the action denoted by the verb in the expressions; (b) whether the client represented mental
ownership of his/her experiences and if so; c) where exactly the problem was constructed to lie—in
the initiation, continuing, or stopping the action, or, on a more abstract level, in how a reflective or
critical position towards some aspect of one’s action, experiences, life story, or social relations was
taken.

Grammatical composition. We observed what or who was constructed as the agent,
subject, or initiator of action both linguistically and semantically in the expressions. We looked for
the grammatical subject, the word that defines how the verb is conjugated (Finnish Literature
Society, 2004; Mékeld, 2011), and the semantic agent, typically a person who intentionally initiates
and carries out an action (Finnish Literature Society, 2004; Langacker, 2008). Often, the
grammatical subject—the word linked with the verb—has many characteristics of the semantic
agent (Finnish Literature Society, 2004), but the semantic agent does not always coincide with the
grammatical subject (Méakel&, 2011). Attention was paid to instances where some behavior, feeling,
experience, situation, or event was the grammatical subject of the expressions. When the semantic
agent of the expressions, often the client, was different from the grammatical subject, we
emphasized the grammatical subject. Hence, in our analysis it was meaningful if the client said
“The panic attacks came,” thus putting the panic attacks in the place of the grammatical subject
performing the action denoted by the verb.

In addition, we analyzed the use of verb forms (e.g., zero person, active first person)
and personal pronouns, and paid attention to the vocabulary used by the client. Special attention
was paid to agency-fading constructions such as passive voice, zero-person construction, and verbs

with iterative aspects, all of which can cause the agent of the described actions to be left unspecified
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or “weak,” implying not having control over one’s actions (see Kurri & Wahlstrom, 2007). Iterative
verb aspects refer to repeated action (see e.g. Cowan, 2008 ; Karlsson, 2004). The zero-person
construction in Finnish is a nonspecific person reference type where only the verb form in the third-
person singular is expressed, and there is neither an overt subject of the action nor explicit
references to any persons (Jokela, 2012; Laitinen, 1995). It would usually translate into English as
impersonal constructions with one. In Finnish, the use of zero person often occurs in constructions
where the verbs express undergoing a change, receiving something, or being influenced by
something and/or describe events that are somehow uncontrollable (Laitinen, 1995).

Reflective versus non-reflective positioning. We chose the term reflective to refer to
linguistic constructions where some aspect of the speaker, his/her life, or social world was looked at
from a contemplative and/or critical stance. Such constructions were identified from the use of
verbs referring to knowing, understanding, perceiving and so on; from expressions where a
perspective towards past, future, or other people was taken; and from the lack of the previously
mentioned linguistic ways of fading agency, such as zero person and lack of personal pronouns.

Categorization of tools. All the different ways of constructing non-agency and
agency were differentiated from each other, organized systematically as pairs of discursive tools,
and the emerging tool categories were named. Finally, conversation extracts—chosen as illustrative
examples for the purpose of presenting our findings in this article—were translated from Finnish to
English. The translation seeks to follow the word order and grammatical structure of the Finnish

original as closely as possible without compromising the fluency of the English expression.

Results

The results of the analysis are presented here as the 10 Discursive Tools model (10DT) of ten
discursive means, denoted as “tools,” used by the clients and therapists when ascribing agency or
non-agency to the clients. Specifically, we present the non-agency sides of the ten tool-pairs of the

model and how they are used in the clients’ talk. The definitions of these non-agency tools expound
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the non-agentic position that the use of each tool constructs for the speaker in relation to what is
explicated as the problem. The ordering of the tools does not imply a strict hierarchy discursively or
in any psychological sense, but it is not random. The order of the tools is based on our conception
of how their use displays self-awareness or taking a reflective stance towards one’s own
experiences and actions, as defined in the earlier sections. In the presentation of the model, we
provide the name of the equivalent agency tool in parentheses after the name of the non-agency
tool. A short definition of each non-agency tool and examples of its use in the data are given and
commented upon. To save space, the definitions of the agency tools, the conceptual opposites of the
definitions of the non-agency tools, are not given. The client names in the data extracts are
pseudonyms.

1. Dismissing (accepting). Clients constructed a position where something did not
concern them in any way or was not related to them personally. Dismissing was used in
constructing a display where a personal relationship with a supposed issue did not exist, either
because there was no indication of a separate self that could be in relation to something that is “not
me,” or because such a connection was simply denied or mitigated.

Extract 1. Anna

But still there is this feeling that why should I go and get any help because basically

nothing is wrong, this is just kind of a teenagers’ game.
Here, Anna mitigates the importance of her eating problems by insisting that nothing is really
wrong at all and likening them to a game. In the data, this tool appeared only once: in the beginning
of Anna’s first session, when she was displaying her basic dilemma about whether she has severe
enough problems to enter therapy at all. Dismissing was thus a discursive display where the client
in a way said both that there is a problem and that there is not a problem, the supposed issue is of no
importance, or it is not related to her personally.

2. Other as actor (free to act). Clients constructed a position where they were



CONSTRUCTING NON-AGENCY 13

objects, victims, or stooges of something or someone else who initiated the action. In the data, the
other as actor could be anything that was displayed as executing an action or creating the
circumstances: childhood home and family, a life event, such as a divorce or the death of a loved
one, current life situation, previous treatment, a diagnosis, or a behavior.
Extract 2. Risto
The first panic disorders came, rather strong ones, and well, at the same time the alcohol
consumption grew quite a lot, let’s put it that way.
Risto presents his panic attacks as just “coming” to him as independent actors, while his
“alcohol consumption” grows by itself without him being in the position of the consumer of
the alcohol. Here, the remark “let’s put it that way” is not considered to be reflective; it is a
mere phrase used to create distance between the speaker and the description in a manner that
avoids accepting full responsibility for his views.
Extract 3. Tiina
Yeah well, such a thing occurred to us three years ago and it was quite a big shock. It
came totally out of the blue.
Tiina talks about her divorce using the word “thing” and presents the divorce as an actor of its
own, coming out of nowhere.

3. Exteriorization (interiorization). Clients constructed a position where their
thoughts, feelings, experiences, or actions were presented as objects with their own locations,
foreign to the client’s own mental realm, and not as being created and experienced by the client
him- or herself in any psychological manner. In the use of exteriorization, possessive structures
were common; in them, the before mentioned objects became presented as in some sense the
“property” of the client, whilst an impression of placing something outside the client’s mind was
created.

Extract 4. Arja
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And well, I have also thought about the fact that this whole process of mine is not any

typical burnout case. First, | have this illness, and second, this is like a life management

problem.
Avrja talks about her issues as something owned by her, “this whole process of mine,” and also
presents her problems as a totality not created and experienced in her mind but existing on its
own as a “burnout case.” She continues using the possessive form in “I have... this illness,”
locating her experiences and suffering outside her as something she has instead of something
she experiences. She also names her issues as a “life management problem,” again an entity
with which she has a possessive relation.
Extract 5. Mari

But anyhow, | wouldn’t want symptoms like this.
The short example above shows how Mari’s seemingly neutral way of formulating something
reveals a non-agentic construction where her social anxiety and panic attacks are reduced to
“symptoms” and objects of owning. They are not presented as her experiences that can be
talked about as the substance of her experiential world.

4. Not initiating action (initiating action). Clients constructed for themselves a

position where desired action was not initiated.
Extract 6. Helena

And then the telephone is one thing that | have now... It is, like, difficult to answer the

phone and speak on the phone.
This extract shows how not initiating action is used when Helena describes her recent
difficulties answering and speaking on the phone. Obviously, it is not a question of not being
able to do something, in this case, answer the phone, but a problem of commencing the said
action.

Extract 7. Mari

14
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It is insanely difficult to go there.
Mari’s utterance illustrates the use of not initiating action when she describes her difficulties
leaving for school in the morning. In the previous turn, her therapist has speculated how she
has difficult feelings in advance before going to school, but instead of continuing to ponder
her feelings, Mari presents her issue to be about the concrete action of going to school. She
continues to say that being at school is not a problem at all, only leaving for school. Other
similar examples of the use of this tool in the data are, for example, not being able to go to
work or to go and take an exam.

5. Not stopping or curbing action (stopping or curbing action). Clients constructed
for themselves a position where they did not stop their thinking, experiencing, or acting even
though that would have been the desired action.

Extract 8. Risto

Then my condition in a way just got worse and | started to be already in quite bad

shape.
Risto is talking about how his alcoholism spiraled out of control. By talking about “my
condition” and getting into bad “shape”, he presents himself as getting into worse and worse
health in a process that he is unable to stop. He uses personal pronouns and first person verb
forms, thus displaying himself as the center of the action instead of talking about some
phenomenon dominating him from outside his person. Expressions about how his condition
“just got worse” and the following remark of starting to be in bad shape deliver the
impression of an ongoing action that cannot be stopped.
Extract 9. Laura

And then I start to plan the next day’s work, whatever there is, and it might be that it

goes on until one or half past one.
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Laura tells how her working in the evenings is something that goes on until late night without
her being able to control it. She first verbalizes what it is she does using the first person verb
form—I start to plan”—and then uses the expression “it goes on until one or half past one”
to refer to the uncontrollable nature of the action. In the use of not stopping or curbing action,
dramatic presence, iterative verbs and time expressions such as “always,” “again and again,”
“the whole summer,” and the like were important in creating the impression of ongoing action
the speaker could not stop.

6. Not modifying action (modifying action). Clients constructed a position where,
contrary to what would have been desirable, they did not change the way they act or did not modify
the course of their actions by making intentional choices.

Extract 10. Arja
And then I tried to hang on in some way but it got to the point where | was barely able
to survive from everyday life.
Avrja is talking about a previous depressive episode where she was not able to manage her life
in the way she wanted. She uses personal pronouns and active first person verb forms to
present herself as someone who is only “hanging on” and “barely able to survive.”
Expressions where the client stated that he/she was not able to “survive” from something,
such as returning to work, tackling, for example, withdrawal symptoms, or being friends with
their ex-partner, were quite frequent in the occasions where not modifying action was used.
Extract 11. Laura
And then I [said] that I’m just like nervous, like I am somehow so anxious about
whether 1 will survive.
Laura is talking about a conversation she had with her husband in a situation where she burst
out crying because of stress related to returning to work. This is another example of not

modifying action taking the form of a verbalization where the speaker is not able to survive
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from something. She occupies a position where she potentially cannot manage the beginning,
more challenging year at her work. Whereas in the use of non-agency tool 4, not initiating
action, the displayed issue was specifically about not being able to launch desired action, not
modifying action was used in more complex presentations of situations where one is not able
to choose, change and/or complete one’s chain of actions in the preferred way.

7. Non-cognizance (cognizance). Clients constructed for themselves a position where
they were looking at their experiences and actions from a perspective of not understanding,
perceiving, knowing, or noticing, or not having a feeling or sense of their experiences and actions.
This tool represents a qualitative jump from the preceding six tools. This and the following tools
were used to construct displays of how speakers think about their own thinking and feeling, and
hence, they were named reflective tools in contrast with the previously presented non-reflective
tools.

Extract 12. Susanna

How is this so confusing like how has my life gone into this or like why can’t

everything be clear to me.
Susanna is constructing her non-agentic position as a place of not knowing why her life is the way it
is. She has previously talked about her recent move back to Finland from abroad after a break-up
and how she still does not know what the situation in her relationship is going to be. She is not
merely reporting that her life is confusing but is asking how and why she got to this point,
representing a reflective stance where something can be thought about her situation.
Extract 13. Anna

There indeed is the fact that | have that goal that | should always make it under a

thousand calories per day and then it does come true on quite many days and that is like

totally clueless because one needs at least two thousand calories. It has just come to my
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head that a thousand calories is like the maximum and I really don’t know where it

came from.
Non-cognizance is used in Anna’s display of her limits for her daily calorie intake as
irrational. Even though she uses the expression “it has just come to my head” when referring
to her calorie rule, this verbalization is part of a more complex presentation where she clearly
takes a critical reflecting position towards the self-established limit. She says that she does not
know the reason for the rule and sees it as being against her own better understanding and
general knowledge that humans need at least two thousand calories per day, deeming her
calorie limit as “totally clueless.”

8. Reflected dysfunction (reflected function). Clients constructed a reflective stance
towards their position in relation to their experiences, problems, or choices of action, and presented
this positioning as dysfunctional. Thus, this tool denotes a metaposition from which the client is
looking at the position he/she has taken in respect to some experience or way of acting.

Extract 14. Eija
At some point there was a little bit of, how would I say, clinging from my side so that
perhaps the relationship would have ended earlier, but then my own mother died
suddenly and | was very dependent on him then. So that, in that situation, even though
there had already been violence and | knew very well that nothing good will come from
this, 1 wasn’t able to let go, and then it in a way got more and more dangerous to me.
Then he also abused me financially.

Eija describes her staying in her previous relationship as “clinging” that left her the victim of

more severe violence. She presents reasons for why she was not able to let go and argues that

not leaving was a problematic choice because the abuse in the relationship just got worse, thus

taking a reflective stance towards her choice of action in the situation.

Extract 15. Tiina
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The problem here has perhaps been that when | feel bad, I in a way start running. I run

away from things. | do a lot of things and I also physically run. So | have exercised.
Tiina defines her usual way of dealing with her issues, running away, as problematic. At least
implicitly, she presents herself as now knowledgeable of this manner and as ready to change it
in therapy.

9. Discontinuance (continuance). Clients constructed a position from which they
looked at their life in terms of historical discontinuity with regards to their experiences, actions, life
events, or circumstances. Clients presented these as not coherently connected to each other on a
timeline that involved the here-and-now and past or future. In the data, discontinuance was used in
constructing such positions from which the client expressed his/her inability to connect his/her
actions and experiences into a life story and displayed him-/herself as living in a discordant
historical mini-narrative.

Extract 16. Eija

One would think that also life experience would help in that thing so that there are no

longer any new or exciting situations. One has lived through and seen everything at

least once and then despite that one is all hyper.
Here, Eija implicitly assumes that her social fears and nervousness should have diminished after her
accumulation of life experiences because there is nothing to be nervous about anymore. However,
she cannot organize her life narrative according to such a theory—she still suffers from her
anxieties at this point of her life. She thus constructs a position where she cannot form a coherent
and understandable life story in terms of why she is nervous.
Extract 17. Susanna

And, of course, then perhaps a kind of loneliness. And then about those relationship

issues like somehow will | always be alone and then of course the fact that | have in this

situation this horrible pressure. | have like so much pressure about it, like this clichéd
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thirties crisis, because my friends are beginning to have a family and all and then |
myself would want so much to have a family, perhaps not right away but anyhow like in
the near future. And then if one in a way has that kind of dream and then anyway
everything has to be started anew in life and the relationship ends so then in some way
from that comes the kind of fear or anxiety like do | ever get, do I ever have time to, and
like was this it, and have I lost all my chances.
Discontinuance is used in the construction of a position where Susanna’s earlier break-up is
making her future plans, entertained during the relationship, uncertain from the perspective of
the present. Discontinuance thus applies to Susanna’s dreams and future plans that do not
form a sustainable life narrative from the perspective of the present: her recent separation has
led to the shattering of the plan to have a family with this particular person.

10. Presumptive positioning of others (perspectival positioning of others). Clients
constructed a position where other people and their relation to the client was included, but where
the other people’s own perspective was not truly taken into account. The other person was not
presented as independent, with his/her own point of view, but rather, his perspective in respect to
the client’s situation was presented as a certainty already known by the client.

Extract 18. Helena

Probably one very central thing in our family is one sad event, the death of my little

brother, which is in an important way connected to me. So they ((the parents)) probably

now had thought about that first. The thing is that they did not back then relate to me in

the right way.
By making an assumption of what her parents had thought when they heard of her recent
depression, Helena is here displaying herself as knowing what goes on in other people’s minds and
how they relate to her. She says that now that she is depressed, her parents probably first sought

fault in themselves and in how they were not able to deal in an appropriate way with her during the
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tragic event of her little brother’s death. However, Helena is not referring to anything that the
parents themselves would have said about the situation. Treating other people’s minds as something
transparent to her makes this an example of presumptive positioning of others. This then constructs
for her a non-agentic position, because when she does not position her parents as having their own
independent minds, there is no room for negotiating different points of views or reflecting the other
person’s perspective.
Extract 19. Anna

| have not told, for example, to my dad because he would lose his mind totally. So that

basically I have talked with mom about this, and it is so horrible to hide this from a

family member but dad would not be able to deal with it. Perhaps he does know it in

some way, he always asks that is Anna sick and such. He perhaps knows but he just

does not want to deal with it.
This extract from Anna shows how she does take into account that her father has a position
with respect to her eating disorder, but presents his views as something she knows for sure.
Even though she is not even certain whether her father knows that she is ill, she claims that he
actively refuses to deal with it. She also presents it as a fact that her father would lose his
mind if he knew about his daughter’s condition.

A summary of the non-agency tools is given in Table 1. The abbreviation NAT refers

to non-agency tool.

Discussion

The aim of this study was to create a model to capture the variety with which

psychotherapy clients in their first psychotherapy session tackle the institutional task of presenting
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themselves as sensing a lack of agency in some realm of their lives. Based on theoretical
considerations and the clinical data of this study, we constructed the 10 Discursive Tools model
(10DT), consisting of 10 discursive means, or devices, the clients used to ascribe themselves
agentic or non-agentic positions. We referred to these devices as agency or non-agency tools, a
metaphor to underline that taking a non-agentic position is an active discursive act achieved with
specific means. Constructing non-agency was defined as any discursive act where the client, when
presenting his/her issues, ascribed him/herself a non-agentic position in relation to him- or herself,
his/her experiences, circumstances, life situations, history, or social relations, with the use of some
of the discursive non-agency tools (NATS) of the 10DT model.

The 10DT model consists of ten pairs of discursive tools, each pair including an
agency and a non-agency tool. In this paper, we have presented the non-agency part of the model; in
other words, we have focused on detailing how the clients used the non-agentic tools that explicated
varying non-agentic positions. The order of the ten tool pairs does not imply that their organization
would be strictly hierarchical in any psychological or discursive sense. However, it is not random
either, because it reflects our suggestion that, as the number of the tool increases, so does
reflectivity.

There was a qualitative difference between the first six tools (NAT1 to NAT6) and the
four last ones (NAT7 to NAT10). The tools NAT1 to NAT6 were used in displays where the client
was ascribed a position of, for example, not being able to initiate a desired action, stop an undesired
action, or change the course of one’s actions. These descriptions were given in a reporting manner,
stating the issues as matters of fact and without approaching them from an introspective point of
view. The tools NAT7 to NAT10 were, on the contrary, used to create an impression of the speaker
looking at the problematic experience or situation from a distance, and the non-agentic position was
constructed as resulting, for example, from the client’s acknowledged lack of knowing or

understanding, or from retrospectively perceiving one’s previous stance to something as
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problematic. Thus, we refer to the tools NAT1 to NATG6 as non-reflective, and to the tools NAT7 to
NAT10 as reflective non-agency tools.

There was large variability in the frequency of use of the non-agency tools, but there
were also some noticeable tendencies. The non-agency tool that the majority of clients used most
frequently was NAT6, not modifying action. The second most used tool was NAT2, other as actor.
Otherwise, there was a large variation in how the tools were used in combination with each other.
This meant firstly that the clients could not be classified according to their tool use patterns. That is,
it did not appear that the uses of different tools could be attributed to a distinctive personal style or
reported trait. Secondly, no patterning in how the clients moved from the use of one tool to another
was observed. In some cases, change did occur during the session in tool use, for example, when
some clients moved from non-reflective tools towards more reflective ones by the end of the
session.

Another main finding was that the content of the clients’ problems did not determine
which tools were used to construct the non-agentic positioning. The client could speak about the
same problem, such as divorce or binging, with a variety of different non-agency tools. In addition,
the same tools were used when positioning towards a variety of different issues. Similarly, the use
of non-reflective tools and reflective tools did not differ according to the contents of what the client
presented as problematic. Hence, the results did not suggest the plausibility of any diagnosis- or
problem type based categorization of tool use patterns. The non-reflective tools were not used
solely when the clients talked about matters outside their mind, and the reflective tools were not
reserved only for talk about thoughts or experiences. Non-reflective tools were occasionally used in
self-positionings with respect to feelings or experiences that were discursively displayed as if they
were outside objects with their own independent existence. Likewise, in a few instances reflective
tools were used in talking about something that was not an experience, or some other matter of the

mind, but more of an outer event such as a divorce. In such instances, when using reflective tools,
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the client took a critical perspective towards his/her own actions. Reflective tools could thus also be
used when the client was taking a distanced pondering stance towards something that was not
originally a product of his/her mind. Thus, the semantic content of experiences or occurrences did
not determine how the clients spoke about them.

Still another interesting observation was that the 10DT model implicated two different
dimensions on which the clients’ self-positioning took place. The first one was agentic vs. non-
agentic and the second one reflective vs. non-reflective, and these dimensions appeared to be
independent of each other. This means that a discursively ascribed position can be non-agentic but
still reflective or agentic but yet non-reflective. The tenth tool pair, presumptive positioning of
others (NAT10) vs. perspectival positioning of others (AT10), demonstrates this. With these tools,
the clients positioned themselves with respect to another person’s thoughts and feelings. Using the
non-agency counterpart of this tool, the client claimed to know what another person was thinking
about the client or his/her actions. Because the client was referring to his/her own knowing and
relation to that other person, this is a reflective positioning. However, by treating the other person’s
mind as a transparent object that he/she can fully know, the speaker closed out possibilities to
question and evaluate whether his/her understanding actually corresponded to that of the other
person. Such a positioning evades the possibility of negotiating the other person’s view and is thus
depriving the speaker him-/herself of an active, agentic stance. Using the agency counterpart of the
tool, perspectival positioning of others, the client positioned him- or herself as not really knowing
what some other person was thinking, but as taking into account the other person’s perspective.
Such a self-positioning of not-knowing is then actually agentic, because the client is mentally
conferring with the other person, taking into account his/her independent mental state and
intentions.

In this study, agency could be distinguished from reflectivity. This suggests the

possibility that agency is not the same as reflectivity (or reflexivity, see, e.g., Rennie, 2010). Self-
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ascriptions of both agentic and non-agentic discursive positions can be reflective. For instance, the
client can display herself as either knowing exactly why she feels the need to binge and vomit
(cognizance, AT7), or as not really understanding why she does that (non-cognizance, NAT7).
However, in both instances—in the first one ascribing herself an agentic and in the second one a
non-agentic position with respect to her eating behavior—she would still be taking a reflective
perspective, including the dimension of knowing or understanding, in relation to her way of acting.
Additionally, the client can take an agentic position towards something without being reflective. In
that case, the client would be, for example, displaying herself as being able to initiate an action or
stop doing something she does not want to do, but this would take the form of a mere telling of her
actions without including any notion of how she thinks about her ability to influence her actions, or
how she relates to that ability. These findings contrast interestingly with the view that reflectivity is
a prerequisite for increased agency (Rennie, 2004, 2010), and call for further investigation of how
assuming a reflective stance in therapy discourse can take place on different levels, as suggested by
Penttinen, Wahlstrom, and Hartikainen (2017).

In previous research the issue of clients’ agency at the outset of psychotherapy has
been approached through the notion that people come to therapy with a disturbed sense of agency
(Anderson & Goolishian, 1992; Dimaggio, 2011; Mackrill, 2009; Wahlstrém, 2006a, 2006b).
Therapy clients have been described as entering treatment occupying an “object position,” which as
a result of successful therapy is expected to be transformed into a “subject position” (Leiman, 2012;
Todd, 2013). While subscribing to these somewhat abstract notions, we perceive the 10DT model as
a novel attempt to display in detail the variety of how non-agency is talked into being in actual
therapy conversations.

In the literature there are several descriptions of specific positions therapy clients
occupy, and these frequently suggest that they are an object or victim of experiences that affect

them as alien entities (Avdi, Lerou & Seikkula, 2015; Karatza & Avdi, 2011; Kupferberg & Green,
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2005; Ogden, 1986). The 10DT model, however, includes only one tool (NAT2, other as actor) with
which such a subjugate position can be expressed, while the nine other tools afford different
expressions of loss of agency. Non-agency has also been depicted as a position of not being able to
initiate wished-for actions or undertaking undesired actions (Wahlstrém, 2006b), or where the
client’s opportunities to influence some situation and his/her possible actions are reduced
(Wahlstrém, 2016). In the 10DT model, the first mentioned ascription of non-agency is most
closely represented by NAT4, not initiating action, and the second one by NAT6, not modifying
action. The analysis of the present study shows production of non-agency in the clients’ talk to be a
much more varied and multi-dimensional phenomenon than the singular position of an object to an
alien-like experience or one of not being able to initiate actions or influence a situation. Those non-
agentic positions are also represented in the 10DT, but they form only a part of all the possible self-
positionings.

In narrative therapy literature, “externalizing the problem” is a therapeutic process
where clients’ issues are, discursively speaking, changed from inherent qualities to separate entities
external to the clients (White & Epston, 1990), the aim being to enable people to realize that they
and their problem are not the same thing (Carey & Russell, 2002). The context of this kind of
externalizing, a therapeutic technique used by the therapist in a longer process, is different from the
momentary discursive position explicated by NAT3, exteriorization, in our model. In the hierarchy
of the 10DT, NATS3 represents a discursive position where the existence of an issue is not denied,
and this issue is not displayed as something that has power over the client (as happens with NAT1
and NAT2). However, with NAT3, issues are not displayed as something that has to do with the
client’s ways of thinking, experiencing, and acting. It can be hypothesized that from the perspective
of the 10DT, therapeutic externalizing could be conducted with many of the tools and their varying

combinations.
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Even though some non-agentic positions are descriptions of the client not being able
to initiate action or act in a productive way, the 10DT model draws attention to the finding that
expressing non-agency is not only a description of not being somehow active or not being able to
perform a concrete action. Non-agentic positioning is more than merely a display of a lack of
action; it is an active discursive act that includes a multitude of possible discursive positions. For
example, even though a lack of personal pronouns is typical for NAT2, other as actor, it also
includes the active presentation of some experience or event coming to the client as an outer force.
The characteristics of the non-agency tools are not solely the lack of something, linguistically or
otherwise. With the non-agency tools, a wide spectrum of linguistic possibilities is employed to
display a very particular discursive position. This approach contradicts any attempt at
conceptualizing (non-)agency as some type of an entity, trait, or dimension of psychological
functioning that an individual can possess more or less of.

The primary contribution of this article has been to show the variety of discursive self-
positionings performed by clients when presenting a lack of agency in their very first psychotherapy
session. Even though our focus has been on the detailed description of how non-agentic positions
were discursively constructed, this does not preclude seeing the clients as providing expressions of
their genuine distress. However, the specific argument underlying the 10DT model is that it does
matter how the clients position themselves in relation to their problems, not only what they describe
as difficulties in their lives. We suggest that we have provided new insight into the multifaceted
nature of the non-agency work clients undertake already in their first psychotherapy session. First,
we have suggested that the clients adopt various different non-agentic positions, and that, second,
the adopting of those positions does not depend upon the semantic content of the problem to which
they are positioning themselves. Because these views are emerging from a new model, they should

naturally be subjected to more empirical validation.
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This research with its discursive, post-psychological perspective adds to the
understanding of the actual, nuanced ways clients produce agency in the here-and-now of the
language-mediated therapy interaction, a level that can easily become obscured in the quantitative
study of multifaceted phenomena created in language. Our contribution opens up a possibility to go
beyond categorizations of the clients or their issues whilst tackling the multiple discursive aspects
of which the clients’ problems are constructed.

One limitation of this paper is that even though the therapists’ speech was analyzed in
the construction process of the 10DT model, the dialogical perspectives were put aside in this paper
in favor of a clear presentation of the total variety of the possible non-agentic positions. We believe
it is also valuable to look, in a detailed manner, at how clients display their sense of non-agency,
one speaker at a time. The use of the model in more dialogical analyses of agency construction has
been left for further research. Furthermore, we have only presented one half of the model, the non-
agency tools, and left the agentic side of the model largely untouched. We acknowledge that this
might compromise the reader’s understanding of the model and we therefore emphasize the need for
more research on the agency tools.

The heterogeneity of the clients in the data can be seen as both limitation and strength.
The clients are of different ages, come from different stages of life, and have reported varying
issues when booking their session. One of the clients was male and eight were female. We were not
able to form client-based profiles of non-agentic constructions. Our aim was to create a model that
is not limited to any specific client group, and we wished to detail, without pre-set limitations, all
the various positions clients can take when talking their issues into being. However, one interesting
question for further research would be to study whether a gendered approach to constructing non-
agency could be identified. This would naturally require additional data to be collected from male

clients.
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The 10DT model provides an understanding of the skeleton, that is, the basic
discursive devices, of the display of agency and non-agency in the first psychotherapy session. The
clients use a large and varied repertoire of positionings to present themselves as “having problems.”
In future research we anticipate using the model to analyze the full body of interaction between the
therapists and clients, aiming at detailed descriptions of how the different non-agentic positionings
evolve and develop in the course of the conversation, and perhaps transform into agentic ones. The
variation and evolving of agency positionings should be studied as an interactional phenomenon
constructed in dialogue, not as a static style or a fixed position. The 10DT model contributes to
future research on subject positioning in therapy and to how different positionings may be related to
psychotherapy outcome. One interesting question for further research is whether specific (non-)
agentic positions or combinations of them can be related to discourses in different types of
psychotherapy.

We conclude that the present study already shows the potential of the 10DT model to
contribute to a detailed description of how presentations of not-being-able are being achieved by
clients in psychotherapy discourse. As a clinical implication, we propose that therapists pay close

attention to this diversity of expressions.



CONSTRUCTING NON-AGENCY 30

References

Adler, J. M. (2012). Living into the story: Agency and coherence in a longitudinal study of narrative
identity development and mental health over the course of psychotherapy. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 102, 367-389. doi:10.1037/a0025289

Adler, J. M. (2013). Clients’ and therapists’ stories about psychotherapy. Journal of Personality,
81, 595-605. d0i:10.1111/j.1467-6494.2012.00803.x

Anderson, H. & Goolishian, H. (1992). The client is the expert: A not-knowing approach to
therapy. In S. McNamee & K. Bergen (Eds.), Therapy as social construction (pp.
25-39). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Auvdi, E. (2005). Negotiating a pathological identity in the clinical dialogue: Discourse analysis of a
family therapy. Psychology and Psychotherapy: Theory, Research and Practice 78,
493-511. doi:10.1348/147608305X52586

Auvdi, E. (2012). Exploring the contribution of subject positioning to studying therapy as a
dialogical enterprise. International Journal for Dialogical Science, 6, 61-79.
Retrieved from http://ijds.lemoyne.edu/journal/6_1/pdf/1JDS.6.1.05.Avdi.pdf

Auvdi, E. (2016). Positioning as embodied interaction: Commentary on Guilfoyle. Journal of
Constructivist Psychology, 29, 141-148. doi:10.1080/10720537.2015.1034816

Avdi, E. & Georgaca, E. (2009). Narrative and discursive approaches to the analysis of subjectivity
in psychotherapy. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 3, 654-670.
doi:10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00196.x

Avdi, E, Lerou, V. & Seikkula, J. (2015). Dialogical features, therapist responsiveness, and agency
in a therapy for psychosis. Journal of Constructivist Psychology 28, 329-341.
doi:10.1080/10720537.2014.994692

Bateman, A. W. & Fonagy, P. (2004). Mentalization-based treatment of BPD. Journal of

Personality Disorders, 18, 36-51.


http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.jyu.fi/indexingvolumeissuelinkhandler/23494/Psychology+and+Psychotherapy:+Theory,+Research+and+Practice/02005Y12Y01$23Dec+2005$3b++Vol.+78+$284$29/78/4?accountid=11774
http://ijds.lemoyne.edu/journal/6_1/pdf/IJDS.6.1.05.Avdi.pdf

CONSTRUCTING NON-AGENCY 31

Carey, M. & Russell, S. (2002). Externalizing: Commonly asked questions. The International
Journal of Narrative Therapy and Community Work, 2, 76-84. Retrieved from
http://dulwichcentre.com.au/articles-about-narrative-therapy/externalising/

Coleman, R. A. & Neimeyer, R. A. (2015). Assessment of subjective client agency in
psychotherapy: A Review. Journal of Constructivist Psychology, 28(1), 1-23.
doi:10.1080/10720537.2014.939791

Cowan, R. (2008). The Teacher's Grammar of English with Answers: A Course Book and
Reference Guide. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Davies, B. & Harré, R. (1990). Positioning: The discursive production of selves. Journal for the
Theory of Social Behavior, 20, 43-63. d0i:10.1111/].1468-5914.1990.tb00174.x

Dimaggio, G. (2011). Impoverished self-narrative and impaired self-reflection as targets for the
psychotherapy of personality disorders. Journal of Contemporary Psychotherapy, 41,
165-174. doi:10.1007/s10879-010-9170-0

Emirbayer, M. & Mische, A. (1998). What is agency? American Journal of Sociology, 103, 962—
1023. doi:10.1086/231294

Finnish Literature Society. (2004). Ison suomen kieliopin verkkoversio. Kotimaisten kielten
tutkimuskeskuksen verkkojulkaisuja 5. [The online version of the big Finnish
grammar. Online Publications by the Institute of Languages in Finland 5]. Retrieved
from http://scripta.kotus.fi/visk

Georgaca, E. (2001). Voices of the self in psychotherapy: A qualitative analysis. British Journal of
Medical Psychology, 74, 223-236. d0i:10.1348/000711201160939

Gillespie, A. (2012). Position exchange: The social development of agency. New Ideas in
Psychology, 30, 32-46. doi:10.1016/j.newideapsych.2010.03.004

Guilfoyle, M. (2016). Subject positioning: Gaps and stability in the


http://scripta.kotus.fi/visk

CONSTRUCTING NON-AGENCY 32

therapeutic encounter. Journal of Constructivist Psychology, 29(2), 123-140.
doi:10.1080/10720537.2015.1034815

Harré, R. (1993). Social Being. Second Edition. Oxford, UK: Blackwell Publishers.

Jenkins, A. H. (2001). Individuality in cultural context: The case for psychological agency. Theory
& Psychology, 11, 347-362. doi:10.1177/0959354301113004

Jokela, H. (2012). Nollapersoonalause suomessa ja virossa: tutkimus kirjoitetun kielen aineistosta.
[Zero person sentence in Finnish and Estonian: a Study on Data in Written Language].
Annales Universitatis Turkuensis C 334. (Doctoral dissertation, University of Turku,
Finland). Retrieved from UTUPub

Jolanki, O. H. (2009). Agency in talk about old age and health. Journal of Aging Studies, 23, 215—
226. doi:10.1016/j.jaging.2007.12.020

Karatza, H. & Avdi, E. (2011). Shifts in subjectivity during the therapy for psychosis. Psychology
and Psychotherapy: Theory, Research, and Practice, 84, 214-229.
doi:10.1348/147608310X520175

Karlsson, F. (2004). Yleinen kielitiede. [General Linguistics]. Helsinki: Helsinki University Press.

Kennedy, R. (1997). On subjective organizations: Toward a theory on subject relations.
Psychoanalytic Dialogue: The International Journal of Relational Perspectives, 7,
553-581. d0i:10.1080/10481889709539205

Kupferberg, I. & Green, D. (2005). Troubled talk: Metaphorical negotiation in problem discourse.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Kurri, K. (2005). The invisible moral order: Agency, accountability and responsibility in therapy
talk. Jyvaskyla studies in education, psychology and social research 260. (Doctoral
dissertation, University of Jyvaskyl4, Finland). Retrieved from
https://jyx.jyu.fi/dspace/bitstream/handle/123456789/13342/9513921107.pdf?sequenc

e=1



CONSTRUCTING NON-AGENCY 33

Kurri, K. & Wahlstrém, J. (2005). Placement of responsibility and moral reasoning in couple
therapy. Journal of Family Therapy, 27, 352—-369.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-6427.2005.00327.x

Kurri, K. & Wahlstrém, J. (2007). Reformulations of agentless talk in psychotherapy. Text and
Talk, 27, 315-338. d0i:10.1515/TEXT.2007.013

Kdogler, H-H. (2010). Recognition and the resurgence of intentional agency. Inquiry, 53, 450-469.
doi:10.1080/0020174X.2010.516677

Kogler, H-H. (2012). Agency and the other: On the intersubjective roots of self-identity. New Ideas
in Psychology, 30, 47-64. doi:10.1016/j.newideapsych.2010.03.010

Laitinen, L. (1995). Nollapersoona. [Zero-person construction]. Virittaja 99, 337—-358. Retrieved
from http://elektra.helsinki.fi.ezproxy.jyu.fi/se/v/0042-6806/99/3/nollaper.pdf

Langacker, R. (2008). Cognitive grammar: A basic introduction. [Kindle edition]. Retrieved from
http://www.amazon.com

Leiman, M. (2012). Dialogical sequence analysis in studying psychotherapeutic discourse.
International Journal for Dialogical Science, 6, 123-147. Retrieved from
http://ijds.lemoyne.edu/journal/6_1/pdf/1JDS.6.1.08.Leiman.pdf

Mackrill, T. (2009). Constructing client agency in psychotherapy research. Journal of Humanistic
Psychology, 49, 193-206. doi:10.1177/0022167808319726

Markova, I. (2003). Constitution of the self: Intersubjectivity and dialogicality. Culture and
Psychology, 9, 249-259. doi:10.1177/1354067X030093006

McLeod, J. (2006). Narrative thinking and the emergence of postpsychological therapies. Narrative
Inquiry, 16, 201-210. doi:10.1075/bct.6.24mcl

Maékeld, S. (2011). Agentin kielentdminen subjektiksi suomen kielessa. [The verbalization of agent
in the Finnish language]. (Doctoral dissertation, University of Jyvaskyld, Finland).

Retrieved from http://urn.fi/lURN:NBN:fi:jyu-201102281828


http://www.amazon.com/
http://urn.fi/URN:NBN:fi:jyu-201102281828

CONSTRUCTING NON-AGENCY 34

Ogden, T. H. (1986). The matrix of the mind. Object relations and the psychoanalytic dialogue.
Northvale, NJ: Jason Aronson Inc.

Penttinen, H., Wahlstrom, J., & Hartikainen, K. (2017). Assimilation, reflexivity, and therapist
responsiveness in group psychotherapy for social phobia: A case study.
Psychotherapy Research, 27(6), 710-723. doi:10.1080/10503307.2016.1158430

Pope, R. (1998). The English Studies Book. London, UK: Routledge.

Rennie, D. L. (2004). Reflexivity and person-centered counseling. Journal of Humanistic
Psychology, 44, 182—-203. doi:10.1177/0022167804263066

Rennie, D. L. (2007). Reflexivity and its radical form: Implications for the practice of
humanistic psychotherapies. Journal of Contemporary Psychotherapy, 37, 53-58.
doi:10.1007/s10879-006-9035-8

Rennie, D. L. (2010). Humanistic psychology at York University: Retrospective: Focus on clients’
experiencing in psychotherapy: Emphasis of radical reflexivity. The Humanistic
Psychologist, 38, 40-56. doi:10.1080/08873261003635856

Salvatore, G., Carcione, A., & Dimaggio, G. (2012). Schemi interpersonali nel disturbo narcisistico
di personalita: la centralita della scarsa agentivita e della dipendenza. Implicazioni per
la relazione terapeutica. [Interpersonal schemas in narcissistic personality disorders:
Poor agency and dependence. Implications for the therapeutic relationship.]
Cognitivismo Clinico, 9, 3—-14. Retrieved from http://www.apc.it/wp-
content/uploads/2013/03/CC_Dimaggio2.pdf

Seilonen, M. & Wahlstrom, J. (2015). Constructions of agency in accounts of drunk driving at
the outset of semi-mandatory counseling. Journal of Constructivist Psychology,
28(0), 1-21. doi:10.1080/10720537.2015.1072863

Semerari, A., Carcione, A., Dimaggio, G., Falcone, M., Nicolo, G., Procacci, M., & Alleva, G.

(2003). How to evaluate metacognitive functioning in psychotherapy? The


http://www.apc.it/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/CC_Dimaggio2.pdf
http://www.apc.it/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/CC_Dimaggio2.pdf

CONSTRUCTING NON-AGENCY 35

Metacognition Assessment Scale and its applications. Clinical Psychology and
Psychotherapy, 10, 238-261. doi:10.1002/cpp.362

Suoninen, E. & Wahlstrom, J. (2009). Interactional positions and the production of identities:
Negotiating fatherhood in family therapy talk. Communication and Medicine, 6, 199-
209. doi:10.1558/cam.v6i2.199

Todd, N. (2013). Between Subject and Object: Using the grammar of verbs to enhance the
therapeutic construction of personal agency. Journal of Constructivist Psychology,
27, 289-302. d0i:10.1080/10720537.2013.843479

Wahlstrom, J. (2006a). The narrative metaphor and the quest for integration in psychotherapy. In E.
O Leary and M. Murphy (Eds.), New approaches to integration in psychotherapy
(pp. 38-49). London, UK: Routledge.

Wahlstrom, J. (2006b). Narrative transformations and externalizing talk in a reflecting team
consultation. Qualitative Social Work, 5, 313-332. d0i:10.1177/1473325006067359

Wahlstrom, J. (2016). Constructing the moral order of a relationship in couples therapy. In M.
Borcsa and P. Rober (Eds.) Research perspectives in couple therapy: Discursive
qualitative methods (pp. 149-165). London: Springer.

Wahlstrém, J. & Seilonen, M.-L. (2016). Displaying agency problems at the outset of
psychotherapy. European Journal of Psychotherapy & Counselling, 18, 333-348,
d0i:10.1080/13642537.2016.1260616

White, M. & Epston, D. Narrative Means to Therapeutic Ends. New York: W.W. Norton &
Company.

Winslade, J. M. (2016). Not so fast! A response to Michael Guilfoyle. Journal of Constructivist

Psychology, 29, 149-153. doi:10.1080/10720537.2015.1034817



