
44

                             2    N A R R A T I V E  I D E N T I T Y  

T h e r e  a r e  [ i s  A J ]  a  d e s t i n y  t h a t  m a k e s  u s  b r o t h e r s :  n o n e  g o e s  h i s  w a y  a l o n e :  A l l  t h a t

w e  s e n d  i n t o  o t h e r s  c o m e s  b a c k  i n t o  o u r  o w n .   E d w i n  M a r k h a m

2 . 1   I N T R O D U C T I O N

I n  c h a p t e r  o n e ,  i n  s e c t i o n  1 . 2 ,  t w o  q u e s t i o n s  w e r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  c e n t r a l

focus  o f  t h i s  t he s i s .   I  r emind  the  r eade r  t ha t  t he se  ques t i ons  a r e :  W h a t  a r e

t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  a c q u i r e d  m o b i l i t y  i m p a i r m e n t  f o r  p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y

a n d  c o l l e c t i v e  i d e n t i t y ?   H o w  c a n  w e  i n  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  c o m m u n i t i e s ,

t h r o u g h  p a s t o r a l  w o r k ,  f a c i l i t a t e  a  s e n s e  o f  b e l o n g i n g  t o  s t r e n g t h e n

p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y  a n d  c o l l e c t i v e  i d e n t i t y  f o r  p e o p l e  w h o  a r e  m o b i l i t y

d i s a d v a n t a g e d ?   To  answer  t he  f i r s t  ques t i on  I  sugges t ed  t ha t ,  be s ides  a

pas to ra l  work  p rax i s  o f  embrace ,  na r ra t ive  theory  can  con t r ibu te  to  ga in ing

ins ight  in  the  “problem of  ident i ty” .

Th i s  chap te r  add res ses  t he  cen t r a l  ques t ion :  Wha t  i s  i den t i t y?   However ,

because  I  cons ide r  na r r a t i ve  t heo ry  spec i f i c a l l y  f rom the  no t i on  o f  t he

nar ra t ive  iden t i ty  theory  o f  R icoeur  (1992) ,  the  ques t ion  wi l l  be  addressed

2f rom a  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  po in t  o f  v i ew.   I  t he re fo re  d i scuss  wha t  na r ra t ive

iden t i ty  i s  about  and  how the  no t ion  of  nar ra t ive  iden t i ty  can  cont r ibu te  to

address ing  the  problem of  ident i ty .

Paul  Ricoeur ’s  publ ica t ion ,  O n s e l f  a s  A n o t h e r  ( 1 9 9 2 ) ,  p r e s e n t s  a  r e n e w e d

look a t  p rac t ica l  ph i losophy tha t  may be  he lpfu l  in  cons ider ing  the

re l evance  o f  the  theory  o f  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  fo r  th i s  s tudy .  In  th i s  chap te r

the  not ion  of  nar ra t ive  ident i ty  i s  d i scussed  in  re la t ion  to  persona l  ident i ty .

Then ,  I  wi l l  l ink  the  cons ide ra t ions  in  t e rms  o f  pe r sona l  iden t i ty  to  the

not ion  of  col lec t ive  ident i ty ,  which  i s  fo l lowed by a  d iscuss ion  of  the  not ion

of  re l igious  ident i ty .
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2 . 2   T H E O R Y  O F  N A R R A T I V E  A N D  S E L F

The  theory  o f  “ se l fhood”  l eads  to  a  p rac t i ca l  ph i losophy  tha t  i s  conce rned

wi th  wha t  “ se l fhood”  i s .   To  address  the  p rob lems  o f  e s t ab l i sh ing  “ se l f ”

(personhood) ,  i t  i s  impor tan t  to  exp lore  Ricoeur ’ s  (1992)  no t ion  o f  pe rsona l

ident i ty .   In  O n e s e l f  a s  A n o t h e r  ( 1992)  R icoeur  focusses  on  na r ra t ive

iden t i t y  aga ins t  t he  background  o f  human  ac t ion  theo ry  tha t  i nc ludes

themes  o f  l anguage ,  me tapho r  and  mean ing  fo r  ac t i on .   R i coeu r  examines

the  themes  o f  the  human  “se l f”  and  human  ac t ion .

Re levan t  t o  t h i s  s tudy ,  t he re fo re ,  i s  unde r s t and ing  tha t  ca r ing  fo r  ano the r

i s  abou t  human  ac t ions  toward  one  ano the r .   Accord ing ly ,  t he  no t ions  o f

persona l  iden t i ty ,  co l lec t ive  iden t i ty  and  nar ra t ive  iden t i ty  tha t  human

ac t ion  theory  incorpora te s  a re  impor tan t .   R icoeur  (1995 :305)  po in t s  ou t

tha t  two  fac to r s  f ac i l i t a t e  the  su rpass ing  o f  wha t  he  ca l l s  t he  l ingu i s t i c  tu rn

in  t e rms  o f  human  ac t ion .  The  above  au tho r  wr i t e s ,  “ . . . on  the  one  hand ,  t he

r e c o g n i t i o n  t h a t  d i s c o u r s e  i s  a n  a c t i o n ;  o n  t h e  o t h e r ,  a n d  i n  a  c o n t r a r y

sense ,  the  r ecogn i t ion  tha t  human  ac t ion  i s  a  speak ing  ac t ion” .  

However ,  ea r l i e r  pub l ica t ions  o f  Ricoeur  in t roduced  a  p rogress ive  no t ion

of  na r ra t ive  as  media t ion  be tween  psycho log ica l  and  cosmolog ica l  t ime .

I  wi l l ,  the re fore ,  f i r s t  g ive  a  b r ie f  summary  o f  Ricoeur ’ s  ea r l i e r  pub l ica t ion

as  a  background  to  the  no t ion  o f  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  p re sen ted  in  O n s e l f  a s

A n o t h e r  (1992) .   

One  o f  R icoeur ’ s  fo rmer  pub l i ca t ions ,  cons i s t ing  o f  th ree  vo lumes ,  dea l s

w i t h  t h e  c o n n e c t i o n  b e t w e e n  n a r r a t i v e  a n d  t i m e .   I  w i l l  s u m m a r i s e  t h e

i n t e r a c t i o n  b e t w e e n  n a r r a t i v e  a n d  t i m e  f r o m  w h a t  V e n e m a  ( 2 0 0 0 )  w r i t e s

a b o u t  t h e  t h r e e  v o l u m e s  o f  T i m e  a n d  N a r r a t i v e  by  Ricoeur .  Accord ing  to

V e n e m a  ( 2 0 0 0 : 9 1 )  n a r r a t i v e  d i s c o u r s e  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  h u m a n  a g e n t  a s  a

respons ib le  be ing  th rough  the  work  o f  imagina t ion .   The  metaphor  o f
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nar ra t ive  i s  capab le  o f  enab l ing  se l f -d i scovery  th rough  l anguage  and  human

act ion .

Accord ing ly ,  the  func t ion  o f  na r ra t ive  “b r ings  d i f f e rence  and  iden t i ty

toge the r  i n to  a  un i fy ing  s t ruc tu re”  (Venema  2000 :92 ) .   I n  f ac t ,  t he

n a r r a t i v e  p l o t  i s  t h e  m e a n s  b y  w h i c h  o n e  c a n  s t r u c t u r e  d i f f e r e n t  t e m p o r a l

expe r i ences  o f  t he  human  s to ry  i n to  a  comple t e  s to ry .   I t  i s  t he  way  tha t

human  t empora l  expe r i ence  can  be  r e - con f igu red  i n to  a  mean ing fu l  who le .

Above  a l l ,  na r ra t ive  makes  i t  poss ib le  fo r  ind iv idua l s  to  be  iden t i f i ab le  in

a  wor ld  through imaginat ion  and responding to  the  ques t ion:  Who?

(Venema 2000 :92) .  

There fore ,  na r ra t ive  has  the  ab i l i ty  to  b r ing  to  l i f e  the  t empora l  pe r spec t ive

o f  h u m a n  e x i s t e n c e  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  i d e n t i t y  i s  s h a p e d .   T h e  r e c i p r o c a l

en t ang lemen t  o f  pe r sona l  and  co l l ec t i ve  na r r a t i ve  accoun t s  e s t ab l i shes  t he

p e r s o n a l ,  “ w h o  I  a m ”  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  c o l l e c t i v e ,  “ w h o  y o u  a r e ” .   P a s t

accoun t s  o f  h i s to ry  a re  p i eced  toge the r  and  th rough  an  imag ina t ive  p rocess

of  emplo tment  an  o rder  i s  ob ta ined  fo r  the  ind iv idua l  who  i s  sea rch ing  fo r

“ samenes s”  and  i den t i t y .   Thus ,  emp lo tmen t  i s  t he  ac t i on  wh ich  p roduces

mean ing  f rom a  number  o f  even t s  i n  expe r i ences  o f  human  ex i s t ence  to

c rea t e  a  who le  mean ing fu l  s to ry .   

Consequen t ly ,  t he  f r agmen ted  s to r i e s  o f  pa s t  expe r i ences  a r e  con f igu red

so  a s  t o  empower  r e - f igu ra t ion  o f  expe r i ence  to  shape  pe r sona l  and

co l l ec t ive  iden t i t i e s  (Venema  2000 :93) .  I t  means  tha t  t he  he rmeneu t i ca l

p roces s  beg ins  w i th  p re - f igu red  expe r i ence  and  ends  wi th  the  r e - f igu ra t ion

o f  e x p e r i e n c e .   V e n e m a  ( 2 0 0 0 : 1 3 0 )  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  i n  T i m e  a n d  N a r r a t i v e ,

f o r  R i c o e u r ,  t h e  m e d i a t i o n  f u n c t i o n  i s  a s c r i b e d  t o  t h e  n a r r a t i v e  “ a r c ” ,  t h a t

o f  conf igura t ion ,  o f  which  the  th ree  s t eps  a re  p re f igura t ion ,  conf igura t ion

a n d  r e f i g u r a t i o n .   T h i s  m e a n s  t h e  c o n f i g u r a t i o n  o f  p a s t  f r a g m e n t e d  s t o r i e s

o f  e x p e r i e n c e s  e n a b l e s  e m p o w e r m e n t  t h r o u g h  r e f i g u r a t i o n  o f  t h e

indiv idual ’s  cons t ruc t ion  of  personal  ident i ty .
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Dreyer  (2000 :29)  comments  on  Ricoeur ’ s  in t roduc t ion  o f  a  t r i ad  o f  mimes i s

( n a r r a t i v e  a s  a n  i m i t a t i o n  o f  a c t i o n )  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  n a r r a t i v e  “ a r c ” .   T h e

var ious  mode l s  o f  mimes i s  r e fe r  to  p re f igura t ion ,  conf igura t ion  and

ref igura t ion :  to  human ac t ion  in  i t s  unref lec t ive  manner ,  to  the  organisa t ion

o f  ac t ion  in  a  mean ing fu l  fo rm by  means  o f  a  p lo t ,  t o  t he  means  t ha t

n a r r a t i v e  m a y  b e  r e c e i v e d  b y  t h e  r e a d e r ,  w h i c h  c a n  c h a n g e  t h i n k i n g  a n d

ac t ions .   

T h u s ,  a  “ m i m e t i c  a r c ”  o f  n a r r a t i v e s  m o v e s  f r o m  p r a x i s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e

th rough  a  s eman t i c  ana lys i s  o f  l i ngu i s t i c  mean ing  and  r e tu rns  t o  p rac t i ca l

human  ac t i on .   I t  i s  a  na r r a t i ve  a r c  t ha t  moves  f rom p re - f i gu ra t i on  t h rough

c o n f i g u r a t i o n  t o  r e f i g u r a t i o n  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  t h a t  e n a b l e s  p r a c t i c a l

p resc r ip t ion  fo r  da i ly  l i v ing .  Hence ,  t he  na r ra t ive  o f fe r s  cohe rence ,

con t inu i ty  and  cho ices  o f  ac t ions  fo r  l i f e .   Na r ra t ive  o f f e r s  imag ina ry

m o d e l s  t h r o u g h  l a n g u a g e  t h a t  r e c o n n e c t s  t h e  e v e n t s  o f  t h e  t e x t  w i t h  t h e

wor ld  of  the  reader  (Muldoon  2002:66-68;  Venema 2000:94) .   

N a r r a t i v e  t e x t  a n d  r e a d e r  a r e  t h e r e f o r e  i n  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w h e r e  t h e  t e x t

c r e a t e s  a  w o r l d  i n t o  w h i c h  t h e  r e a d e r  c a n  e n t e r  a n d  p r e s e n t  n e w  l e v e l s  o f

mean ing .   Na r ra t i ve ,  howeve r ,  f o r  R icoeu r ,  i s  no t  r e se rved  on ly  fo r  poe t ry ,

d rama  and  nove l s ,  bu t  t he  human  agen t  i s  cons t an t ly  eng ros sed  in

exper iences  of  da i ly  l i fe  tha t  f i t  in to  l i fe ’s  nar ra t ive  (Muldoon 2002:75-76) .

I n  f a c t  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  c o n n e c t i o n  b e t w e e n  n a r r a t i v e  ( t e x t )  a n d  l i f e

i s  tha t  i t  i s  s imi la r  and  can  be  t rans fe r red  and  be  app l icab le  to  ind iv idua l s

and  communi t i e s .   Venema  (2000 :92)  po in t s  ou t  t ha t  R icoeur  p roposed  tha t

t ime  becomes  human  in  tha t  i t  i s  o rgan i sed  accord ing  to  na r ra t ive ,  whi le

nar ra t ive  i s  mean ingfu l  in  the  way  i t  dep ic t s  t empora l  exper ience .   

N a r r a t i v e  i d e n t i t y ,  h o w e v e r ,  i s  a  n o t i o n  t h a t  a p p e a r s  o n l y  t o w a r d  t h e  e n d

of  the  th i rd  volume of  T i m e  a n d  N a r r a t i v e .   I t  i s  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f

na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  tha t  p rov ides  a  so lu t ion  to  the  p rob lems  be tween
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“sameness”  and  d i f f e r ence ,  f o rms  a  b r idge  be tween  h i s to ry  and  f i c t i on  and

media t e s  be tween  psycho log ica l  and  cosmolog ica l  t ime  (Dreye r  2000 :25) .

Accord ing ly ,  th rough  the  o rgan i sa t ion  o f  h i s to r ica l  even t s  o f  t empora l

na r ra t ive  ep i sodes ,  t e s t imony  can  be  o f fe red  by  ind iv idua l s  o f  who  they

a r e .

Consequen t ly  the  sea rch  fo r  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  en ta i l s  t ak ing  re spons ib i l i ty

fo r  pas t  even t s  in  r e l a t ion  to  p resen t  ac t ions ,  w i th  an t i c ipa ted  ac t ion  fo r

t h e  f u t u r e .   I n  t h i s  w a y  a  n a r r a t i v e  w h o l e  i s  c r e a t e d  f r o m  d i v e r s i t y  o f

even t s  tha t  po r t r ay  the  ind iv idua l ’ s  ab i l i ty  to  ca r ry  ou t  ac t ions  in  r e l a t ion

t o  t h e  s u f f e r i n g  o f  a n o t h e r .   I t  i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h r o u g h  l inkage  of  nar ra t ive

wi th  the  “mimet i c  a rc”  o f  i n t e rp re t a t ion  tha t  na r r a t ive  and  t ime  a re  l i nked .

The  t e rm “emplo tmen t”  p rov ides  a  r e l a t ionsh ip  be tween  t empora l  ex i s t ence

and  na r ra t ive  (Venema  2000 :94) .

T h e  a b o v e  i s  a  q u i c k  r e c a p  o f  t h e  b a c k g r o u n d  l e a d i n g  t o  t h e  n o t i o n  o f

na r r a t ive  iden t i t y .   The  nex t  s ec t ion ,  t he re fo re ,  t akes  t ime  to  examine

Ricoeur ’ s  no t ion  o f  na r r a t ive  iden t i t y  aga ins t  t he  background  o f  h i s  t heo ry

of  pe r sonhood .   The  d i scuss ion  wi l l  be  l imi t ed  to  tha t  o f  t he  t empora l  and

re l a t i ona l  d imens ions  o f  R icoeu r ’ s  ana lys i s  o f  two  mode l s  o f  pe rmanence

in  t ime .   I  w i l l  a l so  r emark  on  t he  connec t ednes s  be tween  t he  d imens ions

and  f rom my  in t e rp re t a t ion  o f  R icoeur ’ s  (1992)  pe r spec t ive  on  pe r sona l

ident i ty  wi l l  a t tempt  to  move personal  ident i ty  to  the  leve l  of  co l lec t ive

ident i ty  through the  not ion of  col lec t ive  ident i ty  as  be longing.

2 . 3   N A R R A T I V E  I D E N T I T Y

N a r r a t ive  iden t i ty  resu l t ing  f rom Ricoeur ’s  exp lora t ion  of  nar ra t ive  theory ,

i s  ba sed  on  a  d i a l ec t i c  o f  i p s e / i d e m  or  “ se l fhood”  and  “ sameness”  and

“se l f / o the r ”  o r  “ s e l f ”  and  “o the r - t han - se l f ”  (R icoeu r  1992 :116 -120 ) .

Accord ing  to  Ricoeur  (1995:306)  the  p rob lem wi th  iden t i ty  i s  the  re f lec t ion
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o f  t h e  “ w h o ”  w h e n  e x p r e s s e d  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  “ s e l f ” .   T h i s  s e c t i o n  w i l l  d e a l

w i th  t he  no t ion  o f  “ se l f ” .   Nex t ,  t he  d imens ion  o f  s e l fhood  and  “ sameness”

i s  d i scussed ;  th i rd ly ,  t he  d ia l ec t i c  o f  “ se l f ”  and  “o the r - than-se l f ”  i s

cons ide red .   Because  R icoeur ’ s  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  theory  i s  in  r e l a t ion  to

pe r sona l  iden t i ty  the  background  o f  pe r sona l  iden t i ty  f rom O n e s e l f  a s

A n o t h e r  i s  cons ide red  f i r s t .

2 . 3 . 1 .   T h e  d i m e n s i o n  o f  s e l f  a n d  p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y

In  O n e s e l f  a s  A n o t h e r  (1992)  Ricoeur ’ s  approach  to  “se l f”  i s  th rough  four

ques t ions  and  phi losophica l  themes .   The  ques t ion :  “Who i s  speaking?” ,  i s

a n s w e r e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  p a t h  o f  t h e  p h i l o s o p h y  o f  l a n g u a g e .   I t  l e a d s  t o  t h e

ques t ion :  “Who i s  ac t ing?”   Th i s  i s  dea l t  wi th  th rough  the  ph i losophy  of

ac t ion .   Nex t ,  the  ques t ion :  “Who i s  t e l l ing  a  s to ry?”  re la tes  to  na r ra t ive

theory .   Las t ly ,  the  ques t ion :  “Who i s  respons ib le?” ,  i s  dea l t  wi th  th rough

moral  phi losophy.

For  R icoeur  (1992)  the  “se l f”  i s  na r ra t ive ly  cons t i tu ted  p ropor t iona te  o f  a

pe r son  capab l e  t o  speak ,  a c t ,  be  na r r a to r  and  ac t  r e spons ib ly ,  bu t  no t

wi th in  an  u l t imate  foundat ion ,  nor  i s  i t  a  f ragmented  i l lus ion  (Kaplan

2003:82:83,  Reagan 2002:5 ,  Venema 2000:130) .

O n e s e l f  a s  A n o t h e r  ( 1992)  r e f l ec t s  t h ree  ma in  themes  compr i s ing  the

h e r m e n e u t i c s  o f  “ s e l f ” :

1 )  t he  way  the  na tu ra l  l anguages  a r e  u sed  t o  r e f l ec t  on  t he  “ se l f ” ;  

2 )  t he  d i s t i nc t ion  be tween  i p s e  iden t i ty  as  persona l  iden t i ty  and  i d e m

i den t i t y  a s  “ sameness” ,  and

3 )  t he  d i a l ec t i c  be tween  “ se l f ”  and  t he  “o the r - t han - se l f ” .
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2 . 3 . 1 . 1   I d e n t i t y  a n d  l a n g u a g e

R i c o e u r  ( 1 9 9 2 )  b e g i n s  w i t h  l a n g u a g e  a n d  t h e  “ s e l f ” .   T e x t  i s  c e n t r a l  t o  t h e

he rmeneu t i ca l  ana ly s i s  and  ha s  a  dua l  r e f e r ence ,  t ha t  o f  “ s e l f ”  and  t he

wor ld  o f  human  ex i s t ence .   In t e rp re t a t ion  o f  t ex t ,  t he re fo re ,  i s  a l so  the

bas i s  fo r  i n t e rp re t a t i on  o f  t he  “ se l f ” .   Se l f - i den t i f i c a t i on ,  f o r  R icoeu r

(1992) ,  t he re fo re ,  beg ins  w i th  l anguage .   Thus ,  t o  unde r s t and  “ se l f ”  means

unders t and ing  the  l anguage  used  to  t a lk  abou t  “ se l f” .   

The  f i r s t  p roposa l  o f  desc r ib ing  iden t i f i ca t ion ,  fo r  Ricoeur  (1992:27)  i s  to

beg in  wi th  how the  p r imi t ive  “be ing”  i s  spoken  o f .   R icoeur ,  the re fo re ,

p roposes  tha t  a t  t he  p r imi t ive  l eve l  t he  pe r son  i s  t he  ob jec t  o f  i den t i fy ing

re fe r ence  i n  na tu ra l  l anguages .   R icoeu r  (1992 :27 )  wr i t e s  t ha t  he  beg ins

wi th  enqui ry  in to  “ the  procedures  by  which  we ind iv idua l ize  ‘ someth ing’  in

genera l ,  and  cons ide r  i t  an  inadv i sab le  example  wi th in  the  spec ies . ”

Accordingly ,  the  f i r s t  unders tanding of  individual isa t ion ,  Ricoeur  (1992:27-

28)  p roposes ,  i s  t ha t  t o  exp res s  de f in i t e  desc r ip t ion ,  such  a s  t he  f i r s t  man

t o  w a l k  o n  t h e  m o o n ,  c r e a t e s  a  c l a s s  w i t h  a  s i n g l e  m e m b e r .   P r o p e r  n a m e s ,

however ,  re fe r  to  one  ind iv idua l  wi thout  knowing anyth ing  about  the

individual.

I t  the re fo re  mere ly  des igna tes  one  ind iv idua l  to  the  exc lus ion  o f  o the r s  in

the  pa r t i cu l a r  g roup .   I n  ano the r  ca t ego ry  o f  i nd iv idua l i t y  ope ra to r s  r e f e r

to  pe r sona l  p ronouns ,  such  a s  “ I” ,  “you’  and  de ic t i c  t e rms ,  such  a s  “ th i s” ,

“ tha t ” ,  and  adve rbs  o f  p l ace  and  t ime  ( spa t io t empora l ) ,  such  a s  “he re” ,

“ the re” ,  “now’ ,  ‘yes te rday” ,  des igna t ing  d i f fe ren t  th ings  in  each  one

(Ricoeur  1992:28-29) .

Wha t  t hen  de t e rmines  t he  connec t ion  to  t he  ob jec t  i n  r e l a t i on  to  t he

u t t e r a n c e ?   I t  m e a n s  t h a t  u t t e r a n c e  i s  s t i l l  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  a  s o r t  o f  o b j e c t

occu r r ing  i n  t he  ex t e rna l  wor ld .   I t  i s  c l ea r  a t  t h i s  po in t  wha t  R icoeu r
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(1992:27)  wr i tes :

I t  i s  a l o n g  t h i s  p a t h  o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  r e f e r e n c e  t h a t  w e  e n c o u n t e r  t h e

p e r s o n  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e ,  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h i s  t e r m  i n  a n  e q u a l l y  m o d e s t

s e n s e  a s  g l o b a l l y  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  e n t i t y  f r o m  p h y s i c a l  b o d i e s .   A t

t h i s  e l e m e n t a r y  s t a g e ,  i d e n t i f y i n g  i s  n o t  y e t  i d e n t i f y i n g  o n e s e l f ,

b u t  i d e n t i f y i n g  s o m e t h i n g .

Consequen t ly ,  R icoeur  (1992 :31)  tu rns  to  S t r awson’s  concep t ion  o f  “bas i c

par t icu la rs”  in  moving  f rom iden t i f ica t ion  of  a  sor t  o f  ob jec t  to  tha t  o f  the

ident i f ica t ion  of  person .

2 . 3 . 1 . 2   T h e  p e r s o n  a s  a  b a s i c  p a r t i c u l a r

St rawson’ s  s t r a t egy  i s  t o  i so l a t e  bas i c  pa r t i cu l a r s  be long ing  to  a  ce r t a in

t y p e .   B a s i c  p a r t i c u l a r s  r e f e r r i n g  t o  p h y s i c a l  b o d i e s  a n d  t h e  p e r s o n s  w e

are ,  however ,  mean  tha t  no th ing  can  be  iden t i f i ed  wi thou t  re la t ion  to

ano the r .   Th i s  means  t ha t  pe rce iv ing  p r imi t i ve  “be ing”  i s  t he  s ame  a s

c o n c e i v i n g  p e r s o n  a s  o n l y  p h y s i c a l  b o d y .  H e r e  t h e  p e r s o n  i s  “ o n e  o f  a

t h i n g ”  a n d  n o t  a  s u b j e c t  a s  s u c h .   H e n c e ,  t h e  b a s i c  p a r t i c u l a r s  r e f e r r e d  t o

by  S t r awson  a l low fo r  iden t i f i ca t ion  and  r e iden t i f i ca t ion  o f  pe r son  in  an

objec t ive  manner  (Ricoeur  1992:31-32 ;  Venema 2000:132) .

Consequen t ly ,  R icoeu r  c l a ims  tha t  S t r awson  f a i l s  t o  make  a  d i s t i nc t i on

b e t w e e n  s e l f - d e s c r i p t i o n  a n d  r e f e r e n c e  i n  g e n e r a l .   H o w e v e r ,  t h e  b e n e f i t

o f  s eman t i c  s e l f - r e f e r ence  i s  t ha t  i t  i s  app l i cab l e  t o  anyone  and  eve ryone

and  t h u s  d e s i g n a t e s  u n i v e r s a l  “ s e l f ”  a s  t h e  s a m e  a s  a n o t h e r  p e r s o n .

R icoeu r  (1992 :32 ) ,  t he r e fo re ,  t u rn s  t o  p r agma t i c s  i n  t ha t  t he  speak ing

pe r son  des igna t e s  h imse l f / he r se l f  i n  t he  ac t i on  o f  speak ing .   I t  conce rns

re f l ex ive  ana lys i s  o f  u t t e rance  in  r e l a t ion  to  “ I -you” .   Hence ,  t he  p rob lem

of  i den t i fy ing  r e f e r ence  i s  t ha t  “ s amenes s”  o f  body  obscu re s  s e l fhood

(Ricoeur  1992 ;33) .
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To  add re s s  t he  p rob lem,  R icoeu r  (1992 :34 -35 )  r e f e r s  back  to  S t r awson’ s

b a s i c  p a r t i c u l a r s  o f  b o d y .   T h e  p u z z l e  i s  h o w  w e  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  “ s e l f ”  a s

o n e  a n d  t h e  s a m e  p e r s o n  w h o  i s  s p o k e n  o f  ( o b j e c t )  a n d  t h e  s u b j e c t  w h o  c a n

d e s i g n a t e  s e l f  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p e r s o n  a n d  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  a d d r e s s  a  s e c o n d

pe r son .   The  p rob lem,  the re fo re ,  i s  how we  can  unde r s t and  des igna t ion  o f

t h e  t h i r d  p e r s o n  i n  a  c o n v e r s a t i o n  a s  s o m e o n e  w h o  d e s i g n a t e s

h imse l f / he r se l f  a s  a  f i r s t  pe r son .   Once  aga in  we  r e tu rn  t o  t he  no t ion  o f  t he

p r imi t ive  concep t  o f  pe r son  where  the  unde r s t and ing  o f  pe r son  i s

cons ide red  wi th in  a  gene ra l  f r amework  o f  t he  theo ry  o f  p red ica t ion  app l i ed

to  log ica l  sub jec t s .

Thus ,  the  pe rson  pos i t ioned  as  log ica l  sub jec t  i s  seen  in  re la t ion  to  asc r ibed

pred ica t e s  and  thus ,  t he  i den t i fy ing  r e f e r ence  o f  pe r son .   Howeve r ,  t he

problem remains  tha t  ascr ip t ion  s t i l l  does   not  d is t inguish  spec i f ic

c h a r a c t e r  f r o m  c o m m o n  a t t r i b u t i o n s .   T h e  m a j o r  a d v a n t a g e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  o f

a sc r ip t i on  i s  t ha t  i t  e l imina t e s  dua l  r e f e r ence  t o  consc iousnes s  and  body

th rough  the  no t ion  o f  two  se r i e s  o f  p red ica t e s  fo r  one  and  the  same  th ing .

I t  m e a n s ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  t h a t  t h e  s a m e  p e r s o n  w h o  w e i g h s  7 0  k i l o g r a m s  a l s o

has  d i f f e r en t  k inds  o f  t hough t  o r  men ta l  c apac i t y .   I t  b r i ngs  t he  pa radox  o f

doub le  a t t r i bu t ion  wi thou t  doub le  r e fe rence  to  t he  su r f ace .   Two  se r i e s  o f

p r ed i ca t e s ,  t he r e fo r e ,  a r e  r e spons ib l e  f o r  t he  s ame  en t i t y ,  o r  “ s e l fhood”

and  “ sameness”  (R icoeur  1992 :36) .   Th i s  i nd ica t e s  mu tua l  ove r l ap  o f

“ samenes s”  o f  l og i ca l  sub j ec t  and  ob j ec t  r e f e r ence .   

A t  t he  s ame  t ime ,  howeve r ,  t he  no t ion  o f  “ sameness”  a s  i d e m  ident i ty

s u r f a c e s ,  w h i c h  c o n f r o n t s  u s  w i t h  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  “ s a m e n e s s ”  o f  t h e

sub jec t  a sc r ip t ion  tha t  exposes  t he  d i f f i cu l ty  o f  one ’ s  own  body  (R icoeu r

1992 :37) .   Thus ,  R icoeur ’ s  pos i t i on  tha t  t he  concep t  o f  pe r son  and  tha t  o f

phys ica l  body  a re  bound  wi th in  a  p r imi t ive  concep t  po in t s  to  the  weakness

o f  S t r awson’s  pos i t i on  o f  bas i c  pa r t i cu la r s  o f  body .   Th i s  means  tha t  on  a

seman t i c  ana ly s i s  l eve l  S t r awson  f a i l s  t o  make  a  d i s t i nc t i on  o f  s e l f -
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des igna t ion  f rom re fe rence  in  gene ra l  (Venema  2000 :132) .

The  impor tan t  poin t ,  though,  i s  tha t  the  double  inscr ip t ion  to  “someone”  and

to  “anyone  e l s e”  a l l ows  fo r  a sc r ib ing  men ta l  p r ed i ca t e s  t o  de sc r ibe

d i f f e r e n t  l o g i c a l  s u b j e c t s .   T o  a s c r i b e  a  s t a t e  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  m e a n s  t h a t

o n e s e l f  i s  f e l t  ( r e f l e x i v e )  a n d  s o m e o n e  e l s e  i s  o b s e r v e d .   T h e  d i s s y m m e t r y

in  a sc r i p t i on  c r i t e r i a  sh i f t s  t he  “ se l f ”  t o  t he  exp re s s ion  “onese l f ”  .   I f  a

s t a t e  o f  consc iousnes s  i s  f e l t ,  t h en  i t  i s  s e l f - a sc r i bab l e .   I t  i s  t he  s e l f -

des igna t ion  o f  the  sub jec t ive  pe r son .   

H o w e v e r ,  t h e  “ o t h e r n e s s ”  o f  s o m e o n e  e l s e ’ s  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  m u s t  a l s o  b e

c o n s i d e r e d  a s  a  s e l f - a s c r i p t i o n .   I t  m e a n s  t h a t  m e n t a l  s t a t e s  c a n  b e

c red i t ed  to  anyone .   Anyone  can  be  me ,  h im,  you ;  i t  can  be  c red i t ed  to

a n y o n e .   T h i s  m e a n s  t h a t  w h a t  I  c a n  a s c r i b e  t o  m y s e l f  c a n  a l s o  b e  a s c r i b e d

to  ano ther  person  (Ricoeur  1992:35-36) .   S imul taneous  the  no t ion  of

r e f l e x i v i t y  a n d  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  “ o t h e r n e s s ”  f o r m s  a  s t r ong  cor re la t ion

be tween  a  s ense  o f  “minenes s”  i n  be long ing  to  “ se l f ”  and  be long ing  to

another  in  the  sense  o f  yours  (R icoeur  1992 :38-39) .   Thus ,  the  ideas  o f

re f l ex iv i ty  and  “o the rness”  a re  s imul t aneous .

Re tu rn ing  to  p ragmat i ca l  i nves t iga t ion  o f  l anguage  use  in  the  s i tua t ion  o f

in te r locu t ion  to  move  beyond  the  ob jec t ive  pe rson ,  R icoeur  (1992:39-40)

c l a i m s  t h a t  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  s e m a n t i c  s e l f - r e f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  i t  t r e a t s  t h e

pe r son  a s  “wha t”  i n s t ead  o f  “who” .   R icoeu r  (1992 :133)  a s sumes ,

t he re fo re ,  t ha t  t he  ques t i on  “who?”  in  conve r sa t i ona l  i n t e r ac t i on  be tween

“ I ”  a n d  “ y o u ” ,  e n g a g e s  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  s p e e c h  a c t s .   T h i s  m e a n s  a  m o v e  f r o m

seman t i c  r e f e rence  to  a  t heo ry  o f  l anguage  used  in  t he  spec i f i c  con tex t  o f

i n t e r l ocu t i on .   Th rough  a  p r agma t i c  ana ly s i s  o f  t he  speech  ac t ,  t he r e fo re ,

the  sub jec t  o f  the  ac t  o f  speak ing  i s  d i sc losed .

Thus ,  “what”  i s  tu rned  in to  the  “who”  dur ing  d ia log ica l  in te rac t ion  be tween

“I”  and  “you” .   I t  means  a l lowance  i s  made  fo r  the  connec t ion  o f  the
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r e fe ren t i a l  cons t ruc t  o f  iden t i f i ca t ion  to  connec t  to  the  ques t ion  “who?” .

Iden t i ty  i s  t he re fo re  l inked  in  th i s  way  to  the  f i r s t  pe r son  “ I”  tha t  i s  un ique

and  no t  connec ted  to  anyone  e l se .   Consequen t ly ,  t he  d i f f e rence  made

b e t w e e n  “ w h a t ”  a n d  “ w h o ”  i s  t h a t  s e m a n t i c  r e f e r e n c e  a n d  p r a g m a t i c  ( “ I ” )

a re  d i s t inc t  in  the i r  un iversa l i ty  ( semant ic )  and  s ingu la r i ty  (p ragmat ic )

(Ricoeur  1992:43-45;  Venema 2000:133-134) .

Consequen t ly ,  t he  he rmeneu t i c s  o f  “ se l f ”  fo l low the  ques t ion ,  who?   Who

i s  s p e a k i n g ?   W h o  i s  a c t i n g ?   W h o  i s  t h e  n a r r a t o r  o f  t h e  s t o r y ?   W h o  i s

accoun tab l e  fo r  t he  ac t i ons?   Thus ,  he rmeneu t i c s  make  a  de tou r  t h rough

t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  l a n g u a g e  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  “ s e l f ” .   S e m a n t i c s  a n d  p r a g m a t i c s

a r e  b r o u g h t  t o g e t h e r .   W h o  i s  s p e a k i n g  a n d  w h o  i s  a c t i n g  a r e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,

c lose ly  connec ted  th rough  the  theory  o f  ac t ion .   Hence ,  the  d ia lec t i c

be tween  iden t i t y  a s  “ se l fhood”  and  iden t i t y  a s  “ sameness”  l i nks  i den t i t y

wi th  human  ac t ion  theo ry  th rough  the  “mimet i c  a rc”  in  connec t ion  wi th  the

“ n a r r a t i v e  a r c ” .   T h e  r e l a t i o n a l  v a l u e  b e t w e e n  w h o  I  a m  a n d  w h o  y o u  a r e

( “ s e l f h o o d ”  a n d  “ s a m e n e s s ” )  e s t a b l i s h e s  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  a n  a c t i n g  a n d  a

suf fer ing  indiv idual  (Reagan 2002:5-6) .

I t  means  t ha t  R icoeu r  (1992 :52 -53 )  l ooks  t o  b r ing  toge the r  t he  “ se l f ”  and

ac t ion  by  exp la in ing  the  “Wha t?”  o f  ac t i on  t h rough  the  answer  t o  t he

“ W h y ? ”  o f  a c t i o n .   T h i s  m e a n s  t h a t  t o  s a y  “ w h a t ”  a n  a c t i o n  i s ,  i s  t o  s a y

“why”  i t  i s  done .   Thus ,  de sc r ib ing  an  ac t i on  beg ins  t o  exp l a in  t he  ac t i on

(Ricoeur  1992 :63) .   However ,  “wha t”  and  “why”  o f  an  ac t ion  r e f l ec t  “who”

i s  d o i n g  t h e  a c t i o n .   A n  a c t i o n  i s  w i t h i n  t h e  r e a l m  o f  t h e  a g e n t  o r  t h e

“ w h o ? ”  o f  t h e  a c t i o n .   T h e  c o n c e p t s  f r o m  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  o f  i d e n t i f y i n g

r e f e r e n c e  t o  d e s c r i b e  a c t i o n  r e f e r  t o  t h e  p e r s o n  b e i n g  s p o k e n  a b o u t  s o  t h a t

ac t ion  and  agen t  fo rm a  cohe ren t  ne twork  tha t  w i l l  de t e rmine  wha t  coun t s

as  ac t ion  (Regan  2002 :10) .

R icoeur  (1992 :63 )  wr i t e s :  “Eve ry  mot ive  i s  a  r ea son- fo r ,  i n  t he  s ense  tha t

the  connec t ion  be tween  mot ive - fo r  and  ac t ion  i s  a  r e l a t i on  o f  mu tua l
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impl ica t ion .”   Thus ,  wha t  i s  be ing  spoken  re f l ec t s  why  an  ac t ion  i s

pe r fo rmed .   Th i s  means  t ha t  du r ing  r ec ip roca l  d i a logue  pe r sons  can

unders tand  wha t  the  “o the r”  means  and  i t  a l so  p rov ides  unders tand ing  o f

t h e  i n t e n t i o n s  o f  t h e  “ o t h e r ” .   S o  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  o f  a c t i o n  e x p r e s s e s  t h e

des i r e  to  ac t .   The  express ion  o f  in t en t iona l i ty  o f  ac t ion  t akes  p r io r i ty  ove r

the  “wha t?”  o f  t he  ac t i on .   The  “who”  o f  a c t i on  r e f l ec t s  t he  agen t  o r  human

“ s e l f ” .   I t  i s  t h e  a g e n t  w h o  s p e a k s ,  p r o m i s e s  a n d  a c t s  ( R i c o e u r  1 9 9 2 : 5 3 ) .

The re fo re ,  t he  in t en t iona l i t y  o f  ac t ion  expres ses  th ree  g rammat i ca l  fo rms

and  t ime  f r ames .   I n t en t iona l i t y  i s  exp re s sed  i n  t he  p re sen t  t ense ,  r e f e r s

t o  pa s t  t en se  o f  i n t en t i ona l  a c t i on  t ha t  ha s  t aken  p l ace ,  whe rea s  t he

express ion  o f  in ten t ion  s t i l l  to  do  someth ing ,  r e fe r s  to  ac t ions  in tended  in

the  fu ture  (Ricoeur  1992:68 ,70-71 ,73) .   

Accord ing ly ,  Kaplan  (2003:86)  po in t s  ou t  tha t  fo r  Ricoeur ,  to  unders tand

meaning and in tent ions  through dia logue,  inc ludes  the  cont r ibut ion  of

s p e e c h  a c t  t h e o r y  a b o u t  “ s e l f h o o d ”  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  “ a n o t h e r ” .   W h e r e

over l app ing  o f  iden t i fy ing  r e fe rence  and  r e f l ex iv i ty  o f  u t t e rance  t ake

p lace ,  “ I”  i s  bo th  the  sub jec t  o f  u t t e rance  and  the  ob jec t  o f  iden t i fy ing

r e f e r e n c e .   I  a n d  o n e ’ s  n a m e  m e a n  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g .

Rasmusssen  (1996 :162-163)  r e f e r s  t o  R icoeu r ’ s  sugges t ion  o f  so lv ing  the

p a r a d o x ;  o n  t h e  o n e  h a n d ,  “ I ”  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  p e r s o n  s p e a k i n g  a s  d e s i g n a t i n g

“ h i m / h e r s e l f ” ;  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d  “ I ”  f i x e s  t h e  s e l f - r e f e r e n t i a l  c h a r a c t e r  o f

d i scourse ,  by  un i t ing  ways  of  iden t i fy ing  re fe rence  and  the  re f lex iv i ty  o f

the  u t t e rance .   Thus ,  t he  l i v ing  body  tha t  expe r i ences  be long ing  to  a

p a r t i c u l a r  “ s e l f h o o d ”  i s  c o n c e a l e d  b e h i n d  t h e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  “ s a m e n e s s ” .

“ S e l f h o o d ”  c a n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  b e  c h a r a c t e r i s e d  b y  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e

“sameness”  in  t he  l i keness  o f  one  pa r t i cu l a r  body  wi th  a l l  o the r  human

bod ies .   The  theory  o f  p ragmat ic s  s t eps  ahead  o f  the  p rob lem of  iden t i fy ing

r e f e r e n c e  t h r o u g h  c o n c e n t r a t i n g  o n  t h e  u t t e r a n c e  o f  t h e  s p e a k e r s  i n

r e c i p r o c a l  c o n v e r s a t i o n .   I t  m e a n s  t h a t  t h e  o n e  w h o  u t t e r s  e x p r e s s e s  “ s e l f ”



56

a s  a  u n i q u e  p e r s o n  w h o  m a k e s  a  s t a t e m e n t  a s  a  t e s t a m e n t  t o  h i s / h e r  o w n

ident i ty .   

H o w e v e r ,  r e f l e x i v i t y ,  w h i c h  i s  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  s p e e c h  a c t i o n  t h e o r y ,

does  no t  su s t a in  t h i s  i dea  o f  pa r t i cu l a r i t y  o f  s e l fhood ;  r a the r  i t  i s  bound  up

in  the  fo rm of  “ sameness” .   Rasmussen  (1996 :162 ,163)  wr i t e s  tha t  “Ricoeur

t h i n k s  t h a t  s p e e c h - a c t  t h e o r y  c a n  d r i v e  b e y o n d  i t s e l f  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  b y

‘ a n c h o r i n g ’  i n t e r l u c u t i o n  i n  t h e  ‘ s p e a k i n g  s u b j e c t s ’ ,  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r

e x p e r i e n c e  o f  t h e  s p e a k e r s  w o u l d  h a v e  t o  b e  t a k e n  i n t o  a c c o u n t . ”

The re fo re ,  Rasmussen  (1996 :163 -164 )  cau t i ons  t ha t  i f  t he  cho i ce  i s  t aken

to  s t ep  beyond  R icoeu r ’ s  r ea son ing  t hen  a  more  gene ra l  a rgumen t  su r f aces .

He  sugges t s  t ha t  t o  t ake  the  speech-ac t  t heo ry  beyond  the  ph i lo sophy  o f  t he

s u b j e c t  c o m e s  a t  a  p r i c e .   O n l y  i f  “ s e l f h o o d ”  i s  r e d u c e d  t o  “ s a m e n e s s ” ,

t hus  s ac r i f i c ing  t he  t empora l i t y  o f  t he  pe r sona l  “ se l f ” ,  cou ld  a  r a t i ona l

explana t ion  be  found  in  in te r locu t ionary  ac t s .

Rasmussen  (1996 :164)  ma in ta ins  tha t  i f  R icoeur ’ s  p roposa l  were  to  be

a c c e p t e d ,  t h e n  i t  w o u l d  s e e m  t h a t  s p e e c h - a c t  t h e o r y  d r i v e s  b e y o n d  i t s e l f ,

i f  t he  i n t e r locu t iona ry  ac t  i s  t aken  a s  an  even t .   Even  then ,  i t  i s  d i f f i cu l t  t o

accoun t  fo r  the  “se l f”  a s  embodied  and  t empora l  in  pure ly  i l locu t ionary

t e r m s .   T h e  s p e e c h - a c t  t h e o r y  r e t a i n s  t h e  C a r t e s i a n  b i a s  o f  “ d i s e m b o d i e d

se l f ” .   Howeve r ,  i t  i s  such  p rob lems  tha t  b r ings  R icoeu r ’ s  no t ion  o f

na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  to  the  fo re ,  wh ich  wi l l  be  d i scussed  in  the  nex t  sec t ion .

Befo re  cons ide r ing  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  and  the  d ia l ec t i c  o f  “ se l fhood”  and

“sameness”  l e t  u s  f i r s t  b r i e f ly  r e t r ace  t he  s t eps  o f  R icoeu r ’ s  ana lys i s  o f

persona l  iden t i ty  tha t  i s  c rowned  by  the  no t ion  of  nar ra t ive  iden t i ty .   On  the

o n e  s i d e  o f  a  d i a l e c t i c  i s  t h e  a u t h o r  a n d  t h e  t e x t .   I t  i s  t h r o u g h  e m p l o t m e n t

t h a t  w e  c a n  p i e c e  t o g e t h e r  e v e n t s  a n d  a c t i o n s  a n d  a r r a n g e  t h e m  i n t o  a

meaningfu l  whole  s to ry .   

H e n c e ,  i n t e l l i g e n c e  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  c a n  b e  b r o u g h t  t o  e v e n t s  a n d  a c t i o n s  o f
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d i sco rdance  and  conco rdance  t h rough  d r awing  numerous  even t s  o f  human

a c t i o n  i n t o  a  t e m p o r a l  w h o l e n e s s .   I t  h e l p s  u s  t o  f i n d  o u t  w h o  a c t s  a n d  w h o

su f f e r s  and  wha t  t he  s t o ry  t e l l s  u s  abou t  t he se  ac t i ons  and  su f f e r i ng .   I t

t e l l s  us  abou t  the  charac te r s  invo lved  in  the  s to ry .   In  o the r  words ,  i t  t e l l s

us  abou t  “ the  se l f ”  and  the  h i s to ry  su r round ing  “se l f ” ,  t ha t  a re  p r io r  s to r i e s

o f  cu l tu re ,  po l i t i c s ,  e conomy and  t r ad i t i on ,  and  the  e f f ec t  t he se  have  on

“ the  se l f”  of  the  s tory  (Kaplan  2003:89;  Muldoon 2002:74-75) .

Ano the r  s i de  i s  t ha t  o f  r eade r  i n  r e l a t i on  t o  t he  t ex t .   The  t ex t s  c r ea t e

d i s t ance  in  eve ryday  l i f e ,  bu t  p rov ide  ways  o f  f ind ing  new mean ing .  I t  i s  a t

th i s  po in t  tha t  the  ro le  of  emplo tment  provides  for  a  “ fus ion  of  hor izons”

b e t w e e n  t e x t  a n d  r e a d e r  t h a t  b r i d g e s  t h e  g a p  b e t w e e n  u s  a n d  t h e  p r a c t i c a l

wor ld  we  l ive  in .   I t  i s  a  means  to  p rov ide  a  way  fo r  emplo tmen t  o f  human

a c t i o n  i n  t h e  s e a r c h  f o r  i d e n t i t y .   T h u s ,  t h e  n a r r a t i v e  f u n c t i o n  p r o v i d e s  a

w a y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  “ w h o  I  a m ” .   I t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  p r o v i d e s  a  w a y  t o  c r o s s

spa t io tempora l  d imens ions  th rough  the  emplo tment  o f  ac t ion  o f  na r ra t ive

“arc”  in  re la t ion  to  “mimet ic  a rc”  (Muldoon 2002:76-77;  Venema 2000:119-

121) .

Accord ing ly ,  nar ra t ive  iden t i ty  i s  bas ica l ly  knowledge  about  “se l f”  th rough

m e a n s  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ;  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  n a r r a t i v e  m e d i a t e s  b e t w e e n

“se l f”  and  p rac t i ca l  l i f e ,  and  nar ra t ive  b lends  toge ther  f i c t i t ious  h i s to ry  and

l i fe  h i s to ry  th rough  imagina t ion  and  provides  for  conf igura t ion  of  nar ra t ive

even t s  t ha t  a l l ows  fo r  r e f igu ra t i on  o f  empower ing  the  “ se l f ”  i n  p rac t i ca l

l i fe .

Las t ly ,  the  combina t ion  o f  the  ph i losophy  o f  l anguage  and  speech-ac t

theo ry  cons ide red  the  puzz le  o f  accoun t ing  fo r  t he  “ se l f ”  a s  embod imen t

and  t empora l  i n  t e rms  o f  t he  i n t e r locu t iona ry  ac t .   Howeve r ,  t o  move

beyond  t he  r educ t i on  o f  i den t i t y  t o  “ s amenes s”  r equ i r e s  a  deepe r  l ook  i n to

Ricoeur ’s  cons idera t ion  of  the  no t ion  of  nar ra t ive  iden t i ty .
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2 . 3 . 2   T h e  d i a l e c t i c  o f  “ s e l f h o o d ”  a n d  “ s a m e n e s s ”

Nar ra t ive  can  g ive  a  s ense  o f  con t inu i ty  by  l i nk ing  the  pas t  w i th  the  fu tu re ,

s o  g i v i n g  a n  e v e r  c h a n g i n g  s t o r y  o f  t h e  “ s e l f ” .   T h u s ,  n a r r a t i v e  l i n k  e v e n t s

toge the r  t ha t  make  s ense  o f  s e l f - i den t i t y  t ha t  i s  spa t i o t empora l  i n  na tu re .

In  t h i s  way  the  pe r son  i s  more  than  an  embod ied  pe r son .   The  ind iv idua l

a l so  has  a  capac i ty  to  in i t i a t e  ac t ion  and  su f fe r  ac t ions  in  r e l a t ion  to  “ se l f ”

a n d  “ o t h e r s ” .   E a c h  h u m a n  a g e n t  h a s  a  h i s t o r y  a n d  s o c i a l  l i f e  w i t h  a

pe r sona l  i den t i ty  tha t  changes  ove r  t ime .   Iden t i ty ,  however ,  acco rd ing  to

Ricoeur  (1992:115-116) ,  has  two meanings .   The  no t ion  of  persona l  iden t i ty

cons t i tu tes  conf ron ta t ion  be tween  two  major  concep t s  o f  iden t i ty :  on  the

o n e  h a n d ,  i d e n t i t y  a s  “ s a m e n e s s ”  o r  i d e m- ident i ty ,  on  the  o ther  hand ,

iden t i ty  as  “se l fhood”  or  i p s e - ident i ty .  

Pe rmanence  in  t ime  i s  connec ted  on ly  to  i dem- i d e n t i t y  o r  “ s a m e n e s s ” .  B u t

h o w  c a n  s o m e o n e  b e  i d e n t i c a l  a t  t w o  d i f f e r e n t  t i m e s ?   I t  m e a n s  t h a t

iden t i ty  may  on  one  l eve l  be  unders tood  as  numer ica l  iden t i ty  because  i t

c a n  b e  f o u n d  i n  i d e n t i t y  a s  o n e n e s s .   I t  i s  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g .   T h i s  n o t i o n  o f

iden t i t y  can  be  unde r s tood  in  t he  s ense  o f  r e - i den t i f i c a t i on  o f  t he  s ame .

Also ,  iden t i ty  on  ano ther  l eve l  i s  qua l i t a t ive  iden t i ty ,  which  denotes

ex t r eme  r e semblance  i n  s imi l a r i t y .   Tha t  i s ,  t he r e  i s  such  s imi l a r i t y  t ha t

they  a re  in t e rchangeab le  (R icoeur  1992 :117) .   

I n  a  s ense  i den t i t y  i s  con t i nu i t y  be tween  s t ages  o f  t ime ;  s t ages  o f  t ime  t ha t

a p p l y  t o  t h e  s a m e  p e r s o n .   I t  i s  a  s e n s e  o f  u n i n t e r r u p t e d  c o n t i n u i t y  o r

pe rmanence  in  t ime ,  i n  hab i t s  and  t r a i t s  by  wh ich  the  pe r son  i s  r ecogn i sed ,

wh ich  inc lude  gene t i c  code .   These  hab i t s  and  t r a i t s  a l so  inc lude  acqu i r ed

iden t i f i ca t ion  th rough  sys tems  o f  o rgan i sa t ion .   These  acqu i red  sys tems

may be  va lues ,  be l ie f s  and  t rad i t ions  tha t  the  ind iv idua l  iden t i f i es  wi th ,  and

through  which  he / she  i s  iden t i f i ed  by  o thers .   
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R i c o e u r  ( 1 9 9 2 : 1 1 8 )  p r o p o s e s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  t w o  m o d e l s  o f  p e r m a n e n c e  o f

t ime :  i den t i t y  i n  t he  sense  o f  “cha rac t e r”  and  iden t i t y  i n  t he  sense  o f

“keep ing  one ’ s  p romise” .   “Cha rac t e r ”  deno t e s  d i s t i nc t i ve  marks  t ha t

enab le  r ecogn i t ion  o f  t he  pe r son  a s  t he  same .   Fo r  example ,  a  named  pe r son

may  be  t he  s ame  pe r son  who  commi t t ed  a  c r ime .   He / she  has  a  b i r t h  name

a n d  h a s  c o m m i t t e d  a  c r i m e .   T h e r e f o r e  h e / s h e  c a n  b e  i d e n t i f i e d  b y  b i r t h

name  and  p robab ly  i den t i f i ed  a s  a  c r imina l .   Hence ,  t he  exp re s s ion

“charac te r”  a l lows  fo r  iden t i f i ca t ion  and  re iden t i f i ca t ion  o f  a  pe r son  as  the

same  over  t ime .  Iden t i ty  in  t e rms  o f  “ sameness”  and  iden t i ty  in  t e rms  o f

“ se l fhood”  ove r l ap  i n  t he  exp re s s ion  o f  “ cha rac t e r ” .   Cha rac t e r ,  t he r e fo r e ,

cons t i tu tes  s tab i l i ty .   

“Keep ing  one ’ s  word”  in  f a i th fu lness  to  the  p romise  tha t  was  made ,  be ing

f a i t h f u l  t o  k e e p i n g  o n e ’ s  w o r d ,  e x p r e s s e s  “ s e l f ” - c o n s t a n c y ,  n o t  i n  r e g a r d

to  someth ing  in  gene ra l ,  bu t  t o  the  pa r t i cu la r  o f  the  ind iv idua l .   However ,

w h a t  a b o u t  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  “ s e l f h o o d ”  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  “ s a m e n e s s ” ?  W h e n

“ s a m e n e s s ”  a n d  “ s e l f h o o d ”  a r e  s e e n  f r o m  t h e  d i m e n s i o n  o f  “ a  p r o m i s e

k e p t ” ,  t h e  t w o  m e a n i n g s  o f  i d e n t i t y  f o r m  a  g a p .   T h e  p e r s o n  e x e r c i s e s

in i t i a t ive  when  making  and  “keep ing  a  p romise”  (Ricoeur  1992:119-120) .

Fa i th fu lnes s  t o  “ se l f ”  t h rough  the  “kep t  word” ,  t he re fo re ,  f ea tu re s

tempora l i ty  in  t ime ,  in  tha t  i t  may  in i t i a t e  change  th rough  the  “keep ing  o f

one’s  word”  in  fa i th fu lness  to  “se l f”  (Ricoeur  1992 :121) .

I t  means  tha t  t he  p rob lem o f  pe r sona l  i den t i ty  tha t  ex i s t s  be tween  the

concep t  o f  pe rmanence  and  t empora l i t y  i n  t ime  u she r s  i n  con f ron t a t i on

be tween  the  concep t  o f  i den t i t y  a s  “ se l fhood”  and  a t  t he  same  t ime  iden t i t y

a s  “ sameness” .   Th i s  con f ron t a t i on  l eads  t o  t he  no t ion  t ha t  s t ab i l i t y  and

change  a r e  ac tua l i s ed  t h rough  the  exp re s s ion  o f  “cha rac t e r ”  and  “keep ing

o n e ’ s  p r o m i s e ” .   I t  m e a n s  t h a t  t h e  t w o  m o d e l s  o f  p e r m a n e n c e  i n  t i m e  a r e

ava i l ab l e  i n  exp re s s ions  t ha t  a r e  bo th  desc r ip t i ve  and  emblema t i c  a t  t he

same t ime  (Ricoeur  1992:122) .
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Thi s  r a i s e s  t he  ques t i on :  Wha t  bene f i t  i s  na r r a t i ve  i n  t he  t ens ion  be tween

s t ab i l i t y  and  change  o r  t he  d i a l ec t i c  be tween  “ se l f ”  and  “ sameness”?

Ricoeu r  (1992)  g ives  cons ide rab l e  focus  t o  t he  med ia t i ng  ro l e  o f  na r r a t i ve

conf igura t ion  tha t  o rgan i ses  ac t ion  in to  mean ingfu l  o rde r  by  means  o f

emplo tment .

Bu t  how can  na r r a t i ve  do  t h i s ?   I n  R icoeu r ’ s  pub l i ca t i on ,  O n e s e l f  a s

A n o t h e r ,  t he  no t ion  o f  na r ra t ive  b r ings  toge the r  d i f f e rence  and  iden t i ty

through the  not ion  of  pre- f igura t ion ,  conf igura t ion  and  re- f igura t ion  in to  a

meaningfu l  whole  and  the  poss ib i l i ty  of  the  ind iv idua l  be ing  iden t i f ied  wi th

the  world  through imaginat ion.

I t  means  t ha t  na r r a t i ve  enab l e s  t he  t empora l  d imens ion  o f  ex i s t ence  and

how i t  shapes  i den t i t y  t o  be  unde r s tood .   Na r r a t i ve  even t s  ( p lo t s )  and  t he

p roces s  o f  imag ina t ion  app l i ed  to  t he  pas t  and  p re sen t  move  th rough  the

no t ion  o f  the  “na r ra t ive  a rc” ,  tha t  i s  the  movement  f rom pre - f igura t ion ,

conf igura t ion  and  re - f igura t ion  o f  exper i ence  tha t  a l lows  fo r  the  movement

f rom desc r ip t ion  to  p re sc r ip t ion .   Thus ,  t he  “na r r a t ive  a rc”  and  the

“ m i m e t i c  a r c ”  c r e a t e  a  c o n n e c t i o n  i n  w h i c h  c o n s t a n c y  o f  c o h e s i o n  a n d

o r d e r  c a n  b e  m a i n t a i n e d  t h r o u g h  w h a t  i s  o f f e r e d  b y  n a r r a t i v e  t h r o u g h  t h e

p roces s  o f  imag ina t ion  th rough  emplo tmen t .   A l so ,  t he  connec t ion  be tween

the  “mime t i c  a r c”  and  “na r r a t i ve  a r c”  o f f e r s  t he  ab i l i t y  fo r  change  t h rough

the  p rocess  o f  in i t i a t ive  and  cho ice  (Ricoeur  1992:121-122) .

R icoeu r  ( 1992 :140 -141 )  ma in t a in s  t ha t  t he  p lo t  ha s  t he  power  t o  make  a

s ing le  s tory  ou t  o f  mul t ip le  inc idents .   Thus ,  as  a  s to ry  of  l i fe  unfo lds  so  the

iden t i t y  o f  a  cha rac t e r  c an  un fo ld  i n  a  “ s to ry” .  I n  o the r  words ,  emp lo tmen t

i s  the  t r ans fo rmat ion  o f  man i fo ld  happen ings  in to  a  s to ry  and  in  th i s  way  i t

b r ings  o rde r  by  connec t ing  even t s  i n to  a  s ing le  s to ry  tha t  makes  sense  even

w h e n  e v e n t s  m a y  c o n f l i c t .   D i s c o r d a n c e s  c a n  t h r e a t e n  i d e n t i t y  a t  t h e  l e v e l

o f  emplo tmen t  because  they  in t e r rup t  concordances ,  wh ich  o rde r  t he

a r r a n g e m e n t  o f  f a c t s  o r  n a r r a t i v e  e v e n t s .   
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H o w e v e r ,  d i s c o r d a n c e  a n d  c o n c o r d a n c e  m a y  b e  s e e n  t o  u n i t e  w h e n  a  p l o t

connec t s  mu l t ip l e  even t s  t oge the r  t o  fo rm a  s ing le  s to ry  (R icoeur

1992 :142) .   Dauenhauer  (1997 :131)  and  Dreyer  (2000 :29-30)  po in t  ou t  tha t

i t  i s  t he  power  o f  na r r a t ive  tha t  un i t e s  even t s  i n to  a  who leness  t ha t  makes

the  in tegra t ion  of  d ivers i ty  and ins tabi l i ty  wi th  s tabi l i ty  poss ib le .   

A t  t h i s  s t a g e  I  w i l l  r e c a p i t u l a t e  w h a t  h a s  b e e n  d i s c u s s e d  a n d  w h a t

r e l evance  i t  ha s  fo r  t h i s  s tudy .   I den t i t y  has  two  mean ings ,  t ha t  o f  i p s e -

ident i ty  and i d e m- i d e n t i t y .  “ S a m e n e s s ”  ( i d e m- ident i ty)  i s  a  form of

permanence  in  t ime  tha t  a l lows  fo r  iden t i f i ca t ion  and  re - iden t i f i ca t ion  o f

the  “ sameness”  o f  a  pe r son  ove r  t ime  th rough  numer ic  and  qua l i t a t ive

iden t i ty .   I t  i s  wha t  e s t ab l i shes  un in te r rup ted  con t inu i ty  o f  pe r son .

S imul t aneous ly  “ se l fhood”  cons t i t u t e s  a  po l emic  o f  two  cha rac t e r i s t i c s ,

name ly ,  “ cha rac t e r ”  and  “keep ing  one ’ s  word” .   “Cha rac t e r ”  compr i s e s  t he

descr ip t ive  c r i t e r i a  tha t  e s tab l i sh  iden t i f i ca t ion  and  re - iden t i f i ca t ion  o f  the

per son  as  the  same ,  a l though ,  s imi la r  to  i d e m- iden t i ty ,  i t  r e fe rs  to  the

d imens ion  of  “sameness”  wi th in  “se l fhood” .

“Keep ing  one ’ s  word” ,  a s  t he  o the r  cha rac t e r i s t i c  o f  “ se l fhood” ,  t e s t i f i e s

to  the  pe r son’s  capac i ty  to  r emain  fa i th fu l  to  p romises  and  capab le  o f  be ing

accoun tab le  fo r  one ’ s  ac t ions .   Thus ,  t he  pe r son  can  be  iden t i f i ed  in

“ s a m e n e s s ”  o f  p e r s o n  t h r o u g h  c o n s t a n c y  o f  i n t e g r i t y  o f  h i s / h e r  c h a r a c t e r

ove r  t ime .   The  pe r son  r ema ins  t r u s twor thy  de sp i t e  t he  pa s s ing  o f  t ime  and

any  d i s tu rbance  in  l i f e  tha t  may  occur .

In  th i s  r egard  “se l f”  assumes  respons ib i l i ty  and  accoun tab i l i ty  to  “ano ther”

th rough  the  ac t ion  o f  r e - f igur ing  “se l f”  th rough  s to r i e s  t aken  as  own in

r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  s t o r i e s  o f  “ o t h e r s ” .   I t  m e a n s  t h a t  f a i t h f u l n e s s  t o  t h e  “ s e l f ”

a n d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  “ a n o t h e r ”  a r e  r e l a t i o n a l .   T h u s  f a r ,  I  h a v e  r e f e r r e d  t o

t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  o f  s e m a n t i c s  a n d  s p e e c h - a c t  t h e o r y .   W h a t

of  the  impl ica t ions  o f  the  e th ica l /mora l  theory  in  re la t ion  to  “se l fhood”  and

“sameness”?   Th i s  b r ings  me  to  the  d i a l ec t i c  o f  “ se l f ”  and  “ano the r” .
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2 . 3 . 3   D i a l e c t i c  o f  “ s e l f ”  a n d  “ a n o t h e r ”

Anothe r  d i a l ec t i c  conce rns  i den t i t y  o f  “ s e l f ”  a s  be tween  t he  “ se l f ”  and  t he

“o the r” ,  o r  a l t e r i t y  o f  “o the r” .   I t  means  t ha t  “ se l fhood”  has  mean ing  o the r

t h a n  t h e  c o n t r a s t  w i t h  “ s a m e n e s s ” .   T h e  k e y  t o  t h e  “ o t h e r - t h a n - s e l f ” ,

the re fo re ,  fo r  R icoeur  in  O n e s e l f  a s  A n o t h e r ,  i s  mainly  in  i p s e - ident i ty ,

th rough  “keep ing  a  p romise” ,  and  i s  a lways  in  re la t ion  to  “ano ther” .   

Thus ,  ove r  t ime  na r ra t ive  connec t s  two  p rocesses  th rough  emplo tmen t  o f

ac t i on  and  o f  cha rac t e r .   Th i s  j o in ing  be tween  ac t i on  and  cha rac t e r

t h e r e f o r e  r e s u l t s  i n  a  d i a l e c t i c  o f  c o n c o r d a n c e s  a n d  d i s c o r d a n c e s  d r a w n

f rom emplo tment  o f  ac t ion  (Ricoeur  1992:144-146) .   I t  means  tha t  na r ra t ive

cons t ruc t s  the  cha rac te r  o f  the  s to ry ,  bu t  no t  d i s t inc t  f rom ind iv idua l

e x p e r i e n c e s .   I n  t h i s  s e n s e  t h e  p e r s o n ’ s  n a r r a t i v e  i d e n t i t y  i s  o b t a i n e d

through  cons t ruc t ion  o f  the  s to ry  to ld .  

Accordingly ,  in  cont r ibut ion  to  h is  no t ion  of  media t ion  of  the  d ia lec t  of

“ se l f ”  and  the  “o the r - than - se l f ” ,  R icoeur  (1992 :142-143)  employs  the  idea

o f  “ e m p l o t m e n t  o f  c h a r a c t e r ” .   A t  t h i s  l e v e l  o f  e m p l o t m e n t  t h e  p e r s o n  a s

agen t  and  su f f e re r  a l l ows  fo r  t he  capac i ty  o f  t he  pe r son  to  in i t i a t e  ac t ion .

Nar ra t i ve  ac t i ons  cons i s t  o f  i n t e r ac t ions  t ha t  a r e  common  in  pas s ions  o f

s u f f e r i n g .   T h e  p e r s o n ’ s  a c t i o n s  a r e  e x p o s e d  d u r i n g  a  n a r r a t i v e  a n d  h e / s h e

a l s o  b e c o m e s  k n o w n  a s  a  f e e l i n g  p e r s o n  w h o  s u f f e r s  w i t h  a n d  t a k e s  t h e

in i t ia t ive  in  be ing  respons ib le  for  “another”  (Ricoeur  1992:145) .   

I t  imp l i e s  r e spons ib i l i t y  t o  “o the r s” .   On ly  an  e th i ca l  human  agen t  can

th rough  the  cons t ancy  o f  i n t eg r i t y  r ema in  accoun tab l e  t o  “ano the r”

th roughou t  t ime .   R icoeur  (1992 :146-148)  ma in ta ins  the  t ens ion  be tween

“ s e l f ”  a n d  “ o t h e r ”  i s  a l s o  i d e m- iden t i ty  in  the  theme  o f  “cha rac te r” .   The

med ia t i ng  func t i on  o f  na r r a t i ve  i den t i t y  be tween  t he  po l e s  o f  “ samenes s”

and  “se l fhood”  over lap  in  tha t  coun t ing  on  someone  resu l t s  in  the  no t ion  o f
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r e l y i n g  o n  t h e  s t a b i l i t y  o f  c h a r a c t e r  o f  a  p e r s o n  a n d  e x p e c t i n g  t h e  p e r s o n

to  keep  h i s /he r  word .   Accord ing ly ,  an  e th ica l  l eve l  i s  r equ i red  where

nar ra t ive  i s  conf ron ted  by  “sameness” ,  “ se l fhood”  and  e th ica l  iden t i ty  to

r equ i r e  o f  t he  pe r son  t o  be  accoun tab l e  fo r  h i s / he r  ac t s .

R icoeur  (1992 :151-152)  a sks :  How does  one  th rough  na r ra t ive  med ia t ion

move  f rom desc r ip t ion  ( theo ry  o f  ac t ion )  t o  p re sc r ip t ion  ( e th i ca l  t heo ry )?

I t  i s  th rough  the  mora l  ru le  t e rmed  “ fa i th fu lness  in  keep ing  one’s  word” ,

wh ich  g ives  an  ob l iga to ry  r e fe rence ,  i n  t ha t  f a i th fu lnes s  can  be  t e s t ed

acco rd ing  t o  a  “kep t  word” .   Howeve r ,  whe reas  du r ing  t he  ac t i on  o f

in t e r locu t ion  p romises  a r e  based  on  the  ve rba l  d imens ion ,  i n  t he  p rac t i ca l

w o r l d  t h e y  a r e  b a s e d  o n  t h e  a c t i o n s  h u m a n  a g e n t s  t a k e .   O n  t h i s  l e v e l

the re fo re  in te rac t ion  i s  wi th in  a  f r amework  where  soc io -cu l tu ra l  t r ad i t ions

and  in i t i a t ive  occur  and  a re  in te rna l i sed .

Iden t i ty  o f  “ se l f”  depends ,  the re fo re ,  on  ac t ive ly  recogn i s ing  and  accep t ing

t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  t h e  “ o t h e r ”  i n s t e a d  o f  o n  p a s s i v e  t o l e r a n c e .   T h e  a c t i v e

a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  “ o t h e r ”  b r i n g s  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  “ s e l f ’ s ”  o w n

“ o t h e r n e s s ” .   A t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  p r a x i s - b a s e d  a c t i o n  i t  i s  e i t h e r  a c t i v e  a c t i o n

or  pass ive  ac t ion  (Ricoeur  1992:155-156) .   

Consequent ly ,  nar ra t ive  opera t ion  i s  no t  on ly  ev iden t  in  in te rac t ion  tha t  i s

obv ious  ac t ion ,  bu t  a l so  in  the  fac t  tha t  neg lec t ing  to  do  someth ing  i s  s t i l l

a c t i ng .   I t  means  tha t  omis s ion  o r  neg l igence  to  ac t  may  t a rge t  someone

who  wi l l  su f f e r  t he  consequences  o f  non-ac t ion .   Th i s  l eaves  the  po ten t i a l

fo r  the  power  o f  o the r s ’  ac t ions  to  con t ro l  how jus t i ce  i s  s e rved  to  some

people .   However ,  the  e th ica l  impl ica t ion  i s  tha t  the  pe r son’s  ac t ion  ho lds

he r /h im accoun tab le .   

In  th i s  idea  o f  ac t ion  and  power  Ricoeur  (1992:157-158)  po in t s  ou t  tha t

ac t ions  have  mora l  and  e th ica l  impl ica t ions .   Thus ,  the  media t ion  of

n a r r a t i v e  b e t w e e n  t h e  d e s c r i p t i v e  ( a c t i o n  t h e o r y )  a n d  t h e  p r e s c r i p t i v e
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( e t h i c a l  t h e o r y )  p r o v i d e s  a  h y p o t h e t i c a l  r e a l m  t o  o p e n  u p  s t o r i e s  f o r  m o r a l

judgement .   Th i s  means  tha t  t ak ing  respons ib i l i ty  fo r  “ano ther  than  se l f”

i s  a  ma t t e r  o f  i n t eg r i ty .   I t  i s  du r ing  p resen t ing  o r  t e l l i ng  a  s to ry  tha t  i t

r evea l s  “who”  d id  “wha t”  and  “how”  i t  was  done .   I n  na r r a t i ve s  t he  ac t i ons

a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  “ c h a r a c t e r ”  o f  t h e  h u m a n  a g e n t  a r e  d i s c l o s e d ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h

t h e  d i f f e r e n t  r o l e s  t h a t  p e o p l e  p l a y  a s  “ c h a r a c t e r s ”  o f  t h e  s t o r y .   T h u s ,

na r r a t i ve  fo rms  mora l  i dea s  and  ac t i on ,  bu t  a t  t he  s ame  t ime  the  s t o r i e s ,

wh ich  one  t e l l s  i n  d i a logue  w i th  o the r s ,  a s s i s t  one  t o  a s se s s  i f  one  has

ach ieved  one’s  mora l  idea l s  (Kaplan  2003:92) .

Thus ,  t h rough  the  r evea l ed  “who” ,  “wha t”  o f  en t ang led  s to r i e s  t he

sub j ec t s ’  a c t i ons  i n f l uence  and  shape  one  ano the r .   I t  r evea l s  t he i r

cha rac t e r i s t i c s  o r  t r a i t s  and  “p romises  kep t  o r  no t  kep t ”  (R icoeu r

1992:159) .   Thus  the  un i ty  o f  “sameness”  and  “se l fhood”  th rough  the  no t ion

of  a  mora l  “be ing” ,  in  the  express ion  “cha rac te r”  ( i d e m- i d e n t i t y ) ,  h a s  t h e

capac i ty  to  “keep  p romises”  ( i p s e - i d e n t i t y ) .   I t  m e a n s  t h a t  m y  “ p r o m i s e d

w o r d ”  i s  a n  a t t e s t a t i o n  o f  b e l o n g i n g  t o  t h e  r e a l m  o f  “ s e l f h o o d ” .   I n  o t h e r

words ,  I  t e s t i fy  t ha t  t h rough  my  p romised  word  I  commi t  “myse l f ”  i n

f a i t h fu lnes s  t o  “myse l f ”  and  “ano the r”  t o  do  wha t  I  p romised  (Kap lan

2003:93-94) .

In  conc lus ion ,  the  impor tan t  po in t s  f rom Ricoeur ’ s  theory  o f  na r ra t ive

iden t i ty  in  re la t ion  to  the  above  p rob lemat ic  i s sues  re levan t  to  the  thes i s

s t a t emen t  a r e  g iven  be low.

1 )   N a r r a t i v e  e x p o s e s  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  s t o r y t e l l e r  a n d  t h e  r o l e s  t h a t

c h a r a c t e r s  p l a y  a r e  a l s o  d i s c l o s e d .   T h u s ,  n a r r a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t s  t h e

cha rac t e r s  o f  t he  s to ry  in  acco rdance  wi th  t he  i nd iv idua l ’ s  expe r i ence .   I t

t h e r e f o r e  d i s c l o s e s  t h e  p e r s o n  a s  a  f e e l i n g  p e r s o n  w h o  s u f f e r s ,  b u t  w h o

a l so  t akes  respons ib i l i ty  fo r  “o the r s” .

2 )   The  func t i on  o f  na r r a t i ve  i s  t o  med ia t e  be tween  ac t i on  t heo ry
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(desc r ip t ive  c r i t e r i a )  and  e th i ca l  t heo ry  (p re sc r ip t ive ) .   Accord ing ly ,

t e l l i ng  o f  a  s t o ry  opens  oppor tun i t i e s  fo r  mora l  j udgemen t .   I t  t he r e fo re

a l s o  o p e n s  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  a s s e s s  w h e t h e r  m o r a l  g o a l s  h a v e  b e e n

ach ieved  o r  no t .  

A  func t ion  o f  na r r a t i ve  i s  t o  med ia t e  be tween  ac t ion  theo ry  and  e th i ca l

theo ry  and  th i s  i s  o f  p r ime  cons ide ra t i on  fo r  t h i s  s t udy .   I t  a l l ows  fo r  t he

oppor tun i t i e s  o f  mora l  a s ses smen t  and  mora l  j udgement  and  the  poss ib i l i t y

of  in i t i a t ing  change  or  main ta in ing  a  complementary  s tab i l i ty .   I t s  main

va lue  i s  tha t  i t  g ives  oppor tun i t i e s  to  t e s t  ideo log ies  tha t  a re  oppress ive  and

u top ian  s i tua t ions  tha t  a r e  d i s to r t ed .   I  w i l l  d i scuss  the  above  d imens ion  o f

na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  in  the  sec t ion  where  I  dea l  w i th  the  t r ans i t ion  o f  pe r sona l

ident i ty  to  co l lec t ive  iden t i ty .   Because  the  no t ion  of  co l lec t ive  iden t i ty

inc reases  the  e th ica l  and  mora l  impl i ca t ions  I  wi l l  dea l  wi th  na r ra t ive  a s

media t ion  be tween  descr ip t ion  and  presc r ip t ion .

2 . 3 . 4   T h e  c o n n e c t i o n  o f  t e m p o r a l  a n d  r e l a t i o n a l  d i m e n s i o n s

Prev ious ly  i n  t h i s  chap t e r  i t  was  s t a t ed  t ha t  f o r  t h i s  s t udy  t he  no t i on  o f

na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  f rom the  pe r spec t ive  o f  t he  t empora l  and  r e l a t iona l

d imens ions  o f  R icoeur ’ s  no t ion  o f  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  would  be  re f l ec ted  on .

What  then  i s  the  connec t ion  be tween  the  t empora l  and  re l a t iona l  d imens ion

of  personhood and  the  impl ica t ions  of  nar ra t ive  iden t i ty?   

I t  m e a n s  t h a t ,  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  c o n n e c t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  t e m p o r a l  a n d

re la t iona l  d imens ions ,  ac t ion  can  be  t aken  toward  implement ing  change .

I t  opens  the  way  fo r  c r i t i ca l  r e f l ec t ion  on  soc ia l  man ipu la t ion  o f

marg ina l i sa t ion .   I t  a l so  opens  ways  th rough  imagina t ion  for  the  poss ib i l i ty

of  s t ab i l i s ing  and  fo r  chang ing  t rad i t ion  where  requ i red  (Dreyer  2000:36) .

Th i s  means  t ha t  na r r a t i ve s  o f  peop le  and  soc i e ty ,  when  r ecoun ted  and

ref lec ted  on  c r i t i ca l ly ,  can  expose  s i tua t ions  of  exc lus ion ,  d i sc r imina t ion

a n d  o p p r e s s i o n .   T h e s e  n a r r a t i v e s  a n d  t h e  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  b e t w e e n  t h e m  c a n
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uncove r  wha t  i s  i nvo lved  and  how opp re s s ive  a t t i t udes  and  behav iou r s ,

which  uphold  r ig id  t rad i t ion ,  can  be  accos ted  and  conf ron ted  to  br ing

c h a n g e .   I t  c a n  a l s o  r e v e a l  t r a d i t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  s t a b l e  a n d  c o m p l e m e n t a r y  t o

the  inclus ion o f  a l l  p e o p l e .   I t  c a n  b e  t h e  m e a n s  t o  e n a b l e  p e o p l e  w h o  a r e

exc luded  f rom the i r  soc ie t i e s  to  iden t i fy  wi th  the i r  communi t i e s .   I t  a l so

o p e n s  w a y s  t o  e n a b l e  t h o s e  w h o  a r e  m a r g i n a l  t o  e m p o w e r m e n t  t o  a c h i e v e

pe r sona l  i den t i t y  s a t i s f ac to ry  t o  t hem.   A l so ,  i t  c an  r e su l t  i n  t hose  who  a r e

marg ina l  exper i enc ing  iden t i ty  wi th  the  co l l ec t ive  members  o f  the i r

soc ie t i es  and  knowing  a  sense  o f  be longing  (Brown 1997:110) .

Thus ,  a l lowance  i s  made  to  r e f l ec t  w i th  c r i t i c i sm on  the  na r ra t ives  o f

peop le ’ s  l i ves  and  to  become  invo lved  in  the  s to r i e s  peop le  r ecoun t  abou t

the i r  con tex tua l  da i ly  l i v ing .   I t  means  t ak ing  r e spons ib i l i t y  fo r  “ano the r -

than-se l f” .   Th is  re f lec t ion  on  the  emplo tment  o f  ac t ions  in  the  l ives  o f

peop le  can  enab le  ways  o f  un i t i ng  d i sco rdan t  and  concordan t  ac t i ons

(Ricoeur  1992:142-142 ,146-148) .   I t  i s  impor tan t  when  cons ider ing  the

asse t s  o f  t he  no t ions  o f  s t ab i l i t y  and  change  in  the  con tex t  o f  a  co l l ec t ive

s e n s e .   B e c a u s e  t h i s  s t u d y  d e a l s  w i t h  p e o p l e  w h o  a r e  p h y s i c a l l y  r e s t r i c t e d

and  marg ina l i s ed  wi th in  the i r  soc ie t i e s  I  w i l l  t he re fo re  r e f l ec t  on  na r ra t ive

iden t i ty  in  a  co l l ec t ive  sense .   How may  Ricoeur ’ s  no t ion  o f  “ se l f - iden t i ty”

in O n s e l f  a s  A n o t h e r  app ly  to  peop le  in  a  co l l ec t ive  sense?   

2 . 3 . 5   C o l l e c t i v e  i d e n t i t y

I  p ropose  tha t  the re  i s  the  poss ib i l i ty  o f  a  l inkage  be tween  persona l  iden t i ty

and  co l lec t ive  iden t i ty  th rough  the  no t ion  of  nar ra t ive  and  the  metaphor

“ b e l o n g i n g ” .   T h r o u g h  e v e r y d a y  r e c i p r o c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  a n d  s h a r i n g

nar ra t ive  accoun t s  peop le  f ind  pa ra l l e l s  wi th  the i r  own  s to r i e s  and  t ake

these  a s  the i r  own .   A  communi ty ’ s  “cha rac te r”  i s  d i sc losed  by  the  t e l l i ng

of  s to r i e s  in  a  r ec ip roca l  manner ,  tha t  i s  the  t e l l ing  and  l i s t en ing  to  each

o t h e r ’ s  s t o r y  w i t h i n  t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  c o n t e x t  o f  e n t a n g l e m e n t  o f  n a r r a t i v e s .

Thus ,  na r ra t ives  shape  pe r sona l  i den t i ty  and  sha r ing  r ec ip roca l  na r ra t ives
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abou t  a  communi ty  in  t ens ion  wi th  s to r i e s  o f  a  pa r t i cu la r  g roup  can  shape

co l lec t ive  iden t i ty .   Co l lec t ive  iden t i ty  the re fore  cons t i tu tes  the  “en tang led

s to r i e s”  o f  t he  g roup  and  o f  o the r  g roups  (Dreye r  2000 :30-31) .   When

peop le  in t e rp re t  s e l f -na r ra t ives  in  r e l a t ion  to  t he  in t e rp re t a t ion  o f  o the r s ’

na r r a t i ve s  t h rough  in t e r ac t i on ,  i t  c r ea t e s  an  expe r i ence  o f  be long ing .

N a r r a t i v e  d i s c o u r s e  t h e r e f o r e  f o r m s  p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y  a n d  f a c i l i t a t e s  a

sense  o f  be long ing  tha t  shapes  co l lec t ive  iden t i ty .

2 . 3 . 5 . 1  N a r r a t i v e  i d e n t i t y  a n d  m e a n i n g

The  no t ion  o f  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  ma in ta ins  tha t  peop le  iden t i fy  wi th  the

acqu i red  hab i t s  o f  a  g roup  th rough  t ak ing  i t s  va lues ,  be l i e f s ,  mean ing

sys tems  and  norms  ( t r ad i t ions )  a s  the i r  own.   Th i s  bond ing  wi th  f ixed  se t s

o f  ru les ,  va lues  and  mean ings  can  p rov ide  a  sense  o f  be long ing  and  iden t i ty

wi th  communi ty .   Th i s  means  tha t  i n  a  sense  the  ind iv idua l  be longs  to  the

na r ra t ive  o f  h i s /he r  own  pas t  and  p re sen t ,  bu t  he / she  a l so  be longs  to  t he

n a r r a t i v e  o f  t h e  p a s t  a n d  t h e  p r e s e n t  o f  t h e  m e m b e r s  o f  a  s o c i e t y  ( B r o w n

1997:110) .   

The  resu l t  i s  tha t  bo th  in te rp re ta t ions  o f  na r ra t ives  shape  iden t i fy ing  wi th

“se l f ”  and  wi th  “o the r s” .   I t  means  t ha t  t he  t empora l i t y  o f  human  ex i s t ence

i s  connec ted  wi th  the  r e l a t iona l  d imens ion  o f  human  ex i s t ence .   The

temporal  p lo ts  of  da i ly  l iv ing of  an  individual  a re  connected  to  da i ly  l iv ing

i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  “ o t h e r ”  a n d  t h u s ,  e a c h  h a s  i t s  o w n  s e n s e  o f  h i s t o r y .   I n

th i s  s ense  “ I”  be long  to  “ se l f ”  ( se l fhood)  and  “ I”  be long  to  “o the r - than -

se l f”  ( communi ty ) .   Thus ,  na r ra t ive  d i scourse  and  in te rp re ta t ion  can  b r idge

the  gap  be tween  pe r sona l  i den t i t y  and  co l l ec t i ve  i den t i t y .   I t  p rov ides  a

way  o f  iden t i fy ing  “se l f”  a s  ano the r  and  be ing  acknowledged  as  a  capab le

and  mul t i face ted  human be ing .   

In  th i s  way  prov is ion  i s  made  fo r  the  t rans i t ion  of  sub jec t iv i ty  to  in te r -

sub jec t iv i ty  by  way  o f  na r ra t ive  d i scourse .   Commonal i ty  i s  found  in  the
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pa t t e rns  o f  ac t ion  and  su f fe r ing  con ta ined  in  ou r  h i s to ry .  A  sense  o f

belonging through commonal i ty  i s  obta ined dur ing socia l  in terac t ion  through

t h e  e x c h a n g e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  e x p e r i e n c e s  t h a t  a r e  c o m p a r a b l e  t h r o u g h

nar ra t ives  (Brown 1997 :116-117) .  

P e o p l e  s e e k  t o  d i s c o v e r  t h e  m e a n i n g  a n d  v a l u e  o f  l i f e  t h r o u g h  t h e  e v e n t s

tha t  occu r  i n  t he i r  l i ves .   Recoun t ing  na r ra t ives  i s  t he  way  they  t ry  to  make

sense  ou t  o f  the  na r ra t ives  o f  the i r  l ives  to  g ive  them purposefu l  mean ing .

I t  i s  t he  way  t hey  a t t emp t  t o  d i s cove r  be ing  “ roo t ed” .   Thus ,  i t  i s  t he  way

a  sense  o f  be long ing  i s  deve loped .   I t  means  tha t  we  can  speak  o f

col lec t ive  ident i ty .   

2 . 3 . 5 . 2   N a r r a t i v e  i d e n t i t y  a n d  t h e  e t h i c a l  d i m e n s i o n  o f  c o l l e c t i v e  l i f e

What  then  i s  t he  po ten t i a l  o f  na r r a t ive  a s  med ia t ion  be tween  desc r ip t ion

and  p resc r ip t ion  o f  ac t ion  in  a  sense  o f  pe r sona l  and  co l l ec t ive  iden t i ty?

Nar ra t ive  has  the  po ten t i a l  t o  move  f rom an  agen t l e s s  i den t i ty  to  tha t  o f

agency ,  hence ,  i t  l i nks  an  i den t i t y  t o  a  pe r son .   Peop le  a r e  connec t ed  t o  t he

s to r i e s  wh ich  they  a r t i cu l a t e  abou t  t hemse lves  (Brown  1997 :113) .   The

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  n a r r a t i v e  d i s c o u r s e  a f f i r m s  t h e  h u m a n  a c t o r  o f  a c t i o n .   I t

a l s o  a f f i r m s  o r  d e n i e s  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  a c t i o n  i n  t h a t  i t  r e v e a l s  w h e t h e r  a n

a c t i o n  h a s  b e e n  c a r r i e d  o u t  o r  n o t  a n d  i t  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  r e c e p t o r  o f  t h e

ac t ion  ca r r i ed  ou t  o r  no t  ca r r i ed  ou t .   

Brown (1997:113)  po in t s  ou t  tha t  accord ing  to  Ricoeur ’s  no t ion  of  iden t i ty ,

se l f -desc r ip t ion  i s  o rgan i sed  a round  the  no t ion  o f  sha r ing .   Peop le  g ive  an

accoun t  abou t  t hemse lves  i n  t he  s ense  o f  “becoming” ,  such  a s  becoming  o f

age ,  becoming  a  mo the r ,  e t c .  Acco rd ing ly ,  na r r a t i ve  d i s cou r se  r evea l s

human ac t ion  in  re la t ion  to  o rd inary  l i fe  and  prob lem s i tua t ions .   Therefore ,

s equences  o f  even t s ,  d r awn  toge the r  i n to  a  who le  s t o ry ,  a l l ow  fo r

recogn i t ion  o f  t he  d i r ec t ion  a  s to ry  ( a  l i f e )  t akes ,  t he  imp l i ca t ions  o f  t h i s

and  how the  s to ry  can  be  conc luded  th rough  the  in ten t iona l  human  response
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to  the  s i tua t ion .   Thus ,  se l f -desc r ip t ion  i s ,  to  an  ex ten t ,  o rgan i sed  th rough

the  no t ion  o f  sha r ing .   A l so ,  “ se l f ”  can  d i scover  own  su f fe r ing  and  the

su f f e r i ng  o f  ano the r  i n  t ha t  agency  may  be  supp re s sed  o r  r e cogn i sed

through  ach ievement  o r  den ia l  o f  ac t ion .

Th i s  means  tha t  t he  iden t i t i e s  o f  t he  ac to r s  a r e  connec ted  th rough  the

tempora l i ty  of  human ex is tence  wi th  the  re la t iona l  d imens ion  through tak ing

respons ib i l i ty  in  “keep ing  p romises”  made  to  ano ther .   Thus ,  a t  the  same

t ime  i t  r evea l s  p romises  made  in  r e l a t ion  to  me  and  you .   We  can  d i scover

ac t ions  t aken  to  fu l f i l  t hese  p romises  o r  the  fa i lu re  to  fu l f i l  p romises .   Th i s

d i s cove ry  can  t he re fo re  p rov ide  a  way  to  con t empla t e  change  fo r  t he  fu tu re

through  imagina t ion .   Thus ,  nar ra t ive  iden t i ty  a l so  has  the  po ten t ia l  to  co-

au thor  ac t ion  and  p romote  change  to  a  s i tua t ion  o r  main ta in  s t ab i l i ty

( t r ad i t ions )  tha t  a re  complementa ry  to  the  s i tua t ion .   

However ,  Dreyer  (2000:31)  cau t ions  by  po in t ing  ou t  tha t  Ricoeur  main ta ins

tha t  the  acqu i red  iden t i ty  o f  a  g roup ,  by  i t s  va lues ,  be l i e f s ,  mean ing

sys tems  and  norms ,  mus t  cons tan t ly  be  r ev i sed  and  r enewed  to  avo id

t rad i t ion  becoming  r ig id  and  s tagnant .   I t  i s  the  t ens ion  be tween  s tab i l i ty

and  change  found  in  t he  na r r a t i ve  exp re s s ions  o f  t he  g roup  connec t ed  t o

the  pas t  and  p resen t ,  wh ich  fo rms  the  g roup’ s  iden t i ty  and  connec t s  pas t

and  p r e sen t  t o  t he  fu tu r e .   Recoun t ing  o f  t he  “ s to r i e s”  o f  a  g roup ’ s  pa s t

and  p r e sen t  co l l e c t i ve  memor i e s  paves  t he  way  fo r  c r i t i c a l  r e f l e c t i on ,  r e -

in te rp re ta t ion  and  rev i s ion  fo r  r enewal .   I t  a l so  a l lows  imag ina t ive  changes

fo r  t he  fu tu re  and  movemen t  o f  va lues ,  no rms  and  mean ings ,  wh ich  a re

r ig id ,  o r  “power  too ls”  for  the  pr iv i leged  group  (Dreyer  2000:32) .

Thus ,  t he  po in t  tha t  i s  made  th rough  Ricoeur ’ s  no t ion  o f  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty ,

t ha t  t he  power  t o  i n i t i a t e  change  can  be  cons t ruc t i ve  o r  de s t ruc t i ve ,  i s

impor tan t .   Non-ac t ion  o r  ignor ing  ideo log ies  tha t  a re  oppress ive  o r

d i s to r t ed  u top i an  sys t ems  a r e  de s t ruc t i ve  a s  i t  keeps  t he  pe r son  unde r  t he

power  o f  the  “o the r ’ s”  ac t ion .   An  example  o f  th i s  may  be  found  in
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soc ie t i e s  where  exc lus iona ry  ac t ions ,  d i sc r imina t ion  and  oppres s ion  a re

i g n o r e d  b y  n o n - a c t i o n .   P o l i c i e s  m a y  b e  m a d e ,  b u t  n o n - a c t i o n  e n f o r c e s  t h e

lack  of  implementa t ion  of  the  pol ic ies .   

M o r e o v e r ,  s i l e n c e  o r  i g n o r i n g  p o w e r - c o n t r o l l i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  c r e a t e s

su f f e r ing  fo r  t he  “o the r” .   Hence ,  non-ac t ion  o r  i gnor ing  oppres s ive  soc io -

cu l tu ra l  s t ruc tu res ,  i deo log ies  o r  d i s to r t ed  u top ian  sys t ems  i s  equa l  t o

a id ing  and  abe t t ing  the  oppress ion  o f  ce r ta in  peop le .  

A t  p resen t  i t  i s  su f f i c i en t  to  unders t and  the  above  to  mean  tha t  innova t ion

(poss ib i l i ty  fo r  change)  requ i res  c r i t i ca l  examina t ion  and  ana lys i s  o f

t r ad i t i ona l  s t ances  i n  v i ew  o f  pas t  p romises  be ing  kep t  o r  no t  kep t  t o  avo id

sed imen ta t ion  ( t r ad i t ion )  tha t  r ema ins  s t a t i c  to  the  advan tage  o f  the

p r iv i l eged  ma jo r i t y .   I n  soc i e ty  o r  t he  chu rch ,  un rev i sed  t r ad i t i ons  c r ea t e

s t ruc tu re s  o f  unequa l  power  and  exc lude ,  marg ina l i s e  and  d i s empower

people ,  such  as  people  who are  d isadvantaged  in  mobi l i ty .   This  thought  wi l l

be  t aken  up  in  de ta i l  in  the  l a s t  chap te r  in  r e la t ion  to  pas to ra l  work  wi th

peop le  who  a re  mob i l i t y  d i sadvan taged .   However ,  I  w i l l  cons ide r  t he

re levance  o f  the  no t ion  o f  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  in  r ega rd  to  mul t ip le  iden t i t i e s

and re l ig ious  ident i ty .

2 . 4   I D E N T I T I E S  I N  A  P L U R A L I S E D  S O C I E T Y

The  no t ion  o f  co l l ec t ive  iden t i ty  and  the  ac t ion  o f  sha r ing  th rough

rec ip roca l  na r r a t i ve s  a r e  avenues  t o  t he  shap ing  o f  d i f f e r en t  i den t i t i e s .

The  soc ia l ,  po l i t i ca l ,  economic  and  re l ig ious  env i ronments  o f  our  wor ld  we

l ive  in ,  shape  d i f f e ren t  i den t i t i e s .   Dauenhaue r  (1997 :131) ,  fo r  example ,

po in t s  ou t  tha t  our  wor ld  con ta ins  mul t ip le  po l i t i ca l  iden t i t i es .  Brown

(1997:115)  po in t s  ou t  tha t  na r ra t ive  p rov ides  fo r  iden t i ty  as  an  ac to r  and

a s  a  s u f f e r e r  o f  t h e  s t o r y .   I n  t h i s  w a y  n a r r a t i v e  a l s o  p r o v i d e s  t h e

communica t ive  bas i s  fo r  connec t ing  human  agency  wi th  iden t i ty .   Thus ,
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nar ra t ive  exchange  in  soc ia l  in te rac t ion  prov ides  fo r  iden t i fy ing  wi th

mul t ip le  s i tua t ions  in  a  socie ty .

2 . 4 . 1   M u l t i p l e  i d e n t i t i e s

In  re la t ion  to  iden t i fy ing  wi th  mul t ip le  soc ia l  s i tua t ions  Van  der  Ven

( 1 9 9 8 : 1 0 4 - 1 0 5 )  p r o p o s e s  a  “ t h i r d  w a y ” ,  w h i c h  h e  r e f e r s  t o  a s  t h e  o p e n

“se l f”  theory  o f  a  d ia log ica l  “ se l f” .   The  open  “se l f”  theory  a l lows  fo r  the

accep tance  o f  mul t ip l e  ro l e s  in  mul t ip l e  s i tua t ions  in  soc ie ty  th rough

cr i t i ca l ly  r e f l ec t ing  and  d i s t anc ing  “se l f ”  f rom the  ro les .   Thus ,  i t  i s  t he

d is tanc ing  of  “se l f”  tha t  a l lows  for  con t inu i ty ,  o r  persona l  iden t i ty  over

t ime .   The  d ia log ica l  theory  o f  “se l f” ,  the re fore ,  i s  the  p rocess  o f  the  mul t i -

v o i c e s  o f  “ s e l f ” ,  t h a t  i s  t h e  v o i c e s  a t t a c h e d  t o  e a c h  r o l e ,  t h a t  e n t e r  i n t o

d ia logue  wi th  “ano ther” ;  th rough  rec ip roca l  d ia logue  and  re f l ec t ive

c r i t i c i sm consensus  i s  ob ta ined  th rough  agreement  o r  compromise  (Van  de r

Ven :1998 :106) .   The  end  resu l t  i s  tha t  many  s to r i e s  deve lop  abou t  eve ryday

l iv ing  and  ac t ions  tha t  a re  p roduced  f rom d i f f e ren t  s i tua t ions  a s  to  ro l e s

indiv iduals  p lay  in  re la t ion  to  “se l f”  and  “o thers” .

J o h n  S h o t t e r  ( 1 9 9 3 : 8 - 9 ) ,  w h o  c o n s i d e r s  h u m a n  e x i s t e n c e  f r o m  a

c ons t ruc t ion i s t  po in t  o f  v i ew,  focusses  on  how peop le  use  ce r t a in  ways  in

rec ip roca l  d i a logue  to  cons t ruc t  d i f f e ren t  k inds  o f  soc ia l  r e l a t ionsh ips

( iden t i t i e s ) .   The  emphas i s  i s  on  l anguage  and  e th ica l  r ec ip roca l  d ia logue ,

therefore  the  cont inuous  f low of  communica t ion  and  soc ia l ,  po l i t i ca l ,

r e l ig ious  o r  economic  in te rac t ion  be tween  peop le  i s  wha t  deve lops  and

s h a p e s  t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  b e l i e f s ,  v a l u e s  a n d  m e a n i n g s  o f  s o c i a l

cons t ruc t ions  a s  one ’ s  own .   Accord ing ly ,  peop le  cons t ruc t  t he i r  i den t i t i e s

based  on  r ec ip roca l  nego t i a t i ons  du r ing  a rgumen ta t i ve  conve r sa t i on

deve loped  by  soc ia l  cons t ruc t ions  ove r  t ime  (Sho t t e r  1993 :35) .   I t  i s

t he re fo re  t h rough  d i a logue  in  a  back -and- fo r th  movemen t  t ha t  soc i a l

meaning  i s  developed.
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Inc iden ta l ly ,  the  po in t  o f  v iew of  cons t ruc t ion i s t s  mus t  be  c r i t i ca l ly

cons ide red  because  o f  t he  p r io r i t y  g iven  to  l anguage .   Cons t ruc t ion i s t s

u sua l ly  g ive  p r io r i t y  t o  l anguage .  A l l  ob j ec t s  o f  consc iousnes s  a r e

cons t ruc ted  th rough  l anguage  and  es sen t i a l ly  no th ing  i s  ou t s ide  l anguage .

The  p rob l em i s  t ha t  human  agency  i s  “ l e f t  ou t  o f  t he  equa t ion” ,  because

language  i s  t he  on ly  means  o f  soc i a l  cons t ruc t ion .   Bur r  (1995 :61) ,

however ,  po in t s  ou t  t ha t  t he  p rob lem o f  l anguage  a t  t he  cos t  o f  omis s ion  o f

human  agency  in  the  cons t ruc t ion  o f  r ea l i ty  occurs  in  ex t reme  pos tmodern

pe r spec t ive .   Sho t t e r ’ s  emphas i s ,  howeve r ,  i s  on  “ jo in t  ac t i on” ,  wh ich

d e s c r i b e s  a  d y n a m i c  p e r s o n a l  r e c i p r o c a l  d i a l o g i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f

cons t ruc t ion  o f  r ea l i t y .   Sho t t e r ’ s  (1993 :11 -12 )  de fence  aga ins t  r e l a t i v i sm

is  tha t  he  re jec t s  the  idea  o f  d ia logue  in  a  monolog ica l  manner .

Some soc ia l  cons t ruc t ion i s t s  a re  concerned  abou t  change  in  l i f e  s i tua t ions

and  main ta in  tha t  a l though cons t i tu ted  by  rec iproca l  d ia logue ,  the  ind iv idua l

i s  s t i l l  capab le  o f  c r i t i ca l  h i s to r i ca l  r e f l ec t ion  and  ab le  to  make  a  cho ice

abou t  l i f e .   I t  means  t ha t  t h i s  v i ew  cons ide r s  t ha t ,  because  t he  human  agen t

can  c r i t i ca l ly  ana lyse  the  soc i a l  i n t e rac t ive  f r amework  o f  t he i r  l i ves ,

change  i s  a l so  poss ib le .   Thus ,  th i s  v iew i s  r emoved  f rom the  ex t remis t

pos tmodern  p roponen t s  who  focus  on ly  on  the  pe r fo rmance-ac t ion  func t ions

of  l anguage  (Bur r  1995:57) .   

The  po in t  fo r  th i s  s tudy  i s  tha t  each  o f  the  au thors  express ing   the  va r ious

po in t s  o f  v i ew abou t  iden t i f i ca t ion  o f  “ se l f ”  ma in ta in  some  d ia l ec t i ca l

pe rspec t ive .   Van  der  Ven  (1998)  main ta ins  a  d ia lec t i c  o f  the  ind iv idua l  and

communi ty  th rough  c r i t i ca l  r ec ip roca l  d ia logue  in  re la t ion  to  “se l f”  and

“another”  in  fo rming  iden t i t i es  in  d iverse  s i tua t ions .   Brown (1997)  po in t s

to  a  d ia lec t ic  o f  the  ind iv idua l  and  cu l tu ra l  t rad i t ions  th rough  the  rec iproca l

sha r ing  o f  na r r a t i ve s  i n  soc i a l  i n t e r ac t i on ,  wh ich  shape  i den t i t i e s  a s  t he

ind iv idua l ’ s  s to r i e s  a re  r ecogn i sed  in  the  s to r i e s  o f  “o the r s” .   Then ,  Sho t t e r

(1993)  main ta ins  a  d ia lec t ic  o f  the  ind iv idua l  and  soc io-cu l tu ra l  con tex t

th rough  rec ip roca l  a rgumenta t ive  d ia logue ,  wh ich  i s  t aken  a s  one ’ s  own ,



73

and  iden t i t i e s  a re  cons t ruc ted  f rom the  in te r re la t iona l  ac t ion .

S imi l a r ly ,  t he  above  d i a l ec t i ca l  p roces ses  can  make  space  fo r  i nd iv idua l s

to  have  sepa ra t e  expe r i ences ,  bu t  can  cons t ruc t  a  s ense  o f  be long ing  to  one

ano the r  t h rough  a  s ense  o f  commona l i t y .   I t  means  t ha t  na r r a t i ves  emerge

and a l low for  t rans i t ion  f rom personal  ident i ty  to  co l lec t ive  ident i ty .

Brown (1997 :115 ,116)  wr i t e s :  “This  sense  o f  be long ing  i s  accompl i shed

through  a  ve ry  common ac t iv i ty  in  the  everyday  soc ia l  wor ld  -  the  exchange

of  d ive r se  expe r i ence  th rough  comparab le  na r r a t ives . ”   Consequen t ly ,

be longing  i s  more  than  mul t ip le  persona l  iden t i t i es  because  i t  g ives  us

au tho r i t y  t o  speak  o f  a  co l l ec t i ve ,  such  a s  r e f e r r i ng  t o  we ,  u s ,  ou r se lves

(Brown 1997:116) .   

I t  i s  i n  t h i s  way  tha t  soc i e ty  demands  iden t i f i ca t ion  o f  i t s  members  w i th

c o n s t i t u t i v e  p r a c t i c e s  a n d  d i v e r s e  s o c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .   D a u e n h a u e r

(1997:32)  a l so  po in t s  ou t  tha t  po l i t i ca l  soc ie ty  opera tes  on  normat ive  i s sues

tha t  dec ide  how members  o f  a  pa r t i cu la r  po l i t i ca l  soc ie ty  shou ld  behave .

The  a im i s  to  ge t  i t s  members  to  accep t  iden t i f i ca t ion  wi th  i t s  se t  o f  be l i e f s ,

va lues  and  the  mean ings  o f  i t s  se t  p rac t i ces  and  po l i t i ca l  ins t i tu t ions .   I t

t h e r e f o r e  m e a n s  t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  i d e n t i t y  i s  s h a p e d  i n  t h e  s a m e  w a y  a s

persona l  iden t i ty .   

T h e  p o i n t  t h a t  e a c h  o f  t h e  a b o v e  a u t h o r s  m a k e s  i s  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  n o t i o n  o f

socia l ,  pol i t ica l ,  economic  and re l ig ious  ident i t ies  as  indiv iduals  accept

d i f f e ren t  be l i e f s ,  va lue ,  sys t ems  o f  mean ing  and  expec ta t ions  a s  the i r  own .

For  th i s  s tudy  i t  means  tha t  soc ia l ,  po l i t i ca l  and  re l ig ious  iden t i t i e s  a re

fo rmed  th rough  the  no t ion  o f  a  s ense  o f  be long ing .   So  f a r  I  have

cons idered  the  idea  o f  mul t ip le  iden t i t i e s  in  soc ie ty  in  genera l .   When

dea l ing  wi th  cons t i tu t ing  mean ing  wi th  regard  to  re l ig ion  where  mean ing  i s

fo rmed  f rom a  r ea l i t y  t r anscend ing  human  ex i s t ence  and  the  empi r i ca l

wor ld ,  a  sec t ion  on  re l ig ious  ident i ty  i s  d i scussed  be low.
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2 . 4 . 2   R e l i g i o u s  i d e n t i t y

R e l i g i o n  u s u a l l y  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t  o r  a s  S t e r k e n s  ( 2 0 0 1 : 1 2 )  u s e s

the  t e rm “ immanen t  wor ld -v iew” .   S te rkens  (2001 :75)  r e fe r s  to  r e l ig ious

iden t i t y  i n  a  p lu r i fo rm soc i e ty .   No t  on ly  a r e  t he  p rob lems  o f  a  p lu ra l i s ed

soc ie ty  to  be  dea l t  wi th ,  bu t  the  p rob lem presen ted  by  p lu ra l i ty  o f  r e l ig ious

t rad i t ions ,  as  wel l  as  in te rna l  o r  denominat iona l  p lura l i ty ,  a l so  needs  to  be

t aken  i n to  cons ide ra t i on .   Th i s  means  t he r e  a r e  d ive r se  be l i e f s ,  va lue s ,

mean ings  abou t  God  ( t r anscendence )  and  se t  expec t a t i ons  o f  behav iou r  fo r

d i f f e ren t  s i tua t ions  in  r e l a t ion  to  t r anscendence .

S te rkens  (2001:76)  approaches  re l ig ious  iden t i f i ca t ion  f rom a  spec i f i c

pe r spec t ive  o f  wha t  he  ca l l s  t he  r e l ig ious  po lyphon ic  “ se l f ” .   I t  cons i s t s  o f

re l ig ious  ident i ty  a t  a  micro leve l  cons idered  in  re la t ion  to  d ia logue  wi th

o the r  r e l ig ions  in  p lu ra l i ty  o f  wor ld -v iews  a t  t he  macro leve l .   S t e rkens

(2001)  i s  spec i f i ca l ly  re fe r r ing  to  d ia logue  be tween  d i f fe ren t  r e l ig ions

because  o f  mul t ip le  re l ig ions  ex i s t ing  a t  the  macro leve l .   I ,  however ,  have

only  re fe r red  to  some of  h i s  po in t s  o f  v iew about  re l ig ious  iden t i ty  in

genera l  because  d ia logue  wi th  o ther  mul t ip le  re l ig ions  wi th  the  concern  of

co-ex i s t ing  wi th  one  ano ther  goes  beyond  the  scope  o f  th i s  s tudy .

Soc ia l  func t ions  wh ich  in  the  pas t  were  cons i s t en t  w i th  f ami ly  l i f e  and

re l ig ion  expanded  to  inc lude  mul t ip le  ins t i tu t iona l  s t ruc tu res .   The

conven t ion  o f  ch i ld ren  fo rming  the i r  iden t i ty  f rom the  in f luence  o f  be l i e f s

and  va lues  o f  pa ren t s  and  s ign i f i can t  o the r s  ha s  f aded  somewha t ,  because

of  p lu ra l i sa t ion  a t  the  macro leve l  o f  l i f e .   Mul t i - iden t i t i e s ,  because  o f

p lura l i sa t ion ,  resu l t  in  d iverse  and  numerous  inf luences  and  opt ions  re la t ing

to  s e t  soc i a l ,  po l i t i c a l ,  cu l t u r a l  and  r e l i g ious  o rde r s .   I t  a l so  has  an

inf luence  on  the  indiv idual  in  shaping personal  ident i ty  (Sterkens  2001:76;

Van  de r  Ven  1998 :92-93) .

S te rkens  (2001 :76-77)  po in t s  ou t  tha t  an  iden t i ty  concep t  tha t  dea l s  wi th
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plura l i ty  of  soc ia l ,  pol i t ica l ,  cu l tura l  and re l ig ious  ins t i tu t ions  needs  to

avoid  two ex t remes .   I  wi l l  address  the  re l ig ious  iden t i ty  concep t  in  re la t ion

to  “se l f” ,  a l though  much  of  wha t  i s  re fe r red  to  as  re l ig ious  iden t i ty  i s

s imi la r  for  soc ia l ,  po l i t ica l  and  cu l tura l  d imens ions  of  l i fe .   From a

p e r s p e c t i v e  o f  r e l i g i o u s  i d e n t i t y  I  r e m i n d  t h e  r e a d e r  t h a t  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f

iden t i ty  mus t  be  cons ide red  f rom p lu ra l i ty  o f  soc ia l  and  re l ig ious

s t r u c t u r e s .   T h e  t w o  e x t r e m e s  t o  a v o i d  a r e ,  1 )  t h e  m o n o l i t h i c  “ s e l f ”  w h e r e

the  ind iv idua l  remains  permanent ly  the  same and  i s  incapable  of  func t ion ing

in  a  he t e rogeneous  soc i e ty  because  she /he  canno t  comply  w i th  t he

convent ions ,  ru les  and  expec ta t ions  of  tha t  soc ie ty ,  and  2)  a  mul t ip le

pe r sona l i t y  t ha t  i s  f r agmen ted  i n to  numerous  ro l e s  and  l o s ing  a l l

pe rmanence ,  wh ich  becomes  a  cong lomera t e  o f  d i f f e r en t  pe r sona l i t i e s .

S te rkens  (2001 :77-78)  sugges t s  t ha t  i den t i ty  be  concep tua l i s ed  a s  a

po lyphonic  ”se l f”  tha t  i s  abou t  combin ing  d i f fe ren t  vo ices  f rom d i f fe ren t

env i ronments  tha t  exe r t  i n f luence  on  the  ind iv idua l .   I t  a l lows  fo r  d i f f e ren t

ident i t i es  to  be  shared  through d ia logica l  engagement  of  the  ind iv idua l  wi th

the  d i f f e ren t  vo ices .   S imi la r ly ,  Van  de r  Ven  (1998 :107-108)  r e fe r s  to

d ia logue  wi th  d i f f e ren t  i nne r  vo ices  tha t  r ep resen t  mu l t ip l e  ro l e s  t he

ind iv idua l  p l ays  in  d i f f e ren t  soc ie t i e s .   I t  i s  t h i s  inne r  d i a logue  wi th  a  ma in

re l ig ious  t r ad i t ion  and  o the r  r e l ig ious  t r ad i t ions  tha t  enab les  the  ind iv idua l

to  form re l ig ious  ident i ty .   

I t  means  tha t  th roughout  the  course  o f  an  ind iv idua l ’ s  l i f e - t ime  re l ig ious

t rad i t ions  may go  through phases  of  change ,  whi le  the  ind iv idua l  may

change  v iews  abou t  acqu i red  r e l ig ious  v iews  as  we l l .   E i the r  change ,

t rad i t ions  o r  persona l  v iews ,  in f luence  the  ind iv idua l ,  bu t  the  ind iv idua l

r e m a i n s  t h e  s a m e  p e r s o n .   H o w e v e r ,  h e r / h i s  v i e w s  m a y  h a v e  c h a n g e d

because  o f  the  in f luence  o f  h i s /he r  own re l ig ious  t r ad i t ions  o r  o f  mul t ip le

re l ig ious  t r ad i t ions ,  which  may  be  denomina t iona l  o r  o f  a  r e l ig ion  d i f fe ren t

to  the  acqu i red  re l ig ious  t r ad i t ions  (S te rkens  2001 :82) .   An  example  o f  a

change  in  d i f fe ren t  denomina t iona l  v iews  i s  when  an  ind iv idua l  who  i s  a
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Lutheran  moves  to  a  char i smat ic  denomina t ion .   Change  o f  re l ig ious

be l i e f s ,  fo r  example ,  occurs  when  the  ind iv idua l  changes  f rom the  v iews  o f

a  Chr i s t i an  t rad i t ion  to  a  Moslem t rad i t ion .   Thus ,  re l ig ious  iden t i ty  i s  no t

f ixed .   

Ind iv idua l s  can  change  v iews  abou t  r e l ig ious  be l i e f s ,  bu t  the  pe r son

remains  the  same  pe r son .   In  th i s  sense  o f  cons tancy ,  r e l ig ious  iden t i ty

spans  pas t ,  p re sen t  and  fu tu re  o f  r e l ig ious  t r ad i t i on  and  pe r sona l  h i s to ry

(S te rkens  2001 :83-84) .   One’s  r e l ig ious  and  pe r sona l  na r ra t ives  become

entangled  wi th  nar ra t ives  o f  o ther  re l ig ious  t rad i t ions ,  which  may in f luence

both  re l ig ious  and personal  ident i ty .

However ,  th i s  s tudy  i s  about  the  p rob lem of  iden t i ty  and  how i t  can  be  dea l t

w i th .   I t  i s  t he re fo re  impor t an t  t ha t  t he  no t ion  o f  na r r a t ive  i den t i t y  and  the

in f luence  tha t  r e l ig ious  t r ad i t ions  have  on  re l ig ious  iden t i ty  a re  cons ide red

in  re la t ion  to  the  problem of  ident i ty .

Na r r a t i ve  i den t i t y  t heo ry  can  be  t he  means  o f  t e s t i ng  r e l i g ious  i deo log i e s

suppor t ing  any  s t ruc tu re s  o f  oppres s ion ,  a s  we l l  a s  u top ian  sys t ems

( re l ig ious  t r ad i t i ons )  t ha t  may  be  d i s to r t ed .   Na r ra t i ve  med ia t ion  be tween

ac t i on  t heo ry  and  e th i ca l  t heo ry  can ,  t he r e fo r e ,  a l l ow  fo r  mora l  j udgemen t

and  a s ses smen t  in  any  ac t ions  o f  oppres s ion .   I t  i s  t he  means  th rough  which

r ig id  t rad i t ion  can  be  c r i t i ca l ly  ques t ioned ,  respons ib le  and  accountab le

ac t i ons  can  be  imp lemen ted  t o  e f f ec t  changes  i n  t r ad i t i ons ,  o r  ma in t a in  a

sui table  complementary  t radi t ion  tha t  inc ludes  a l l  people  .

The  func t ion  o f  na r r a t i ve  i s  emplo tmen t  o f  ac t i ons  and  even t s  i n to  a

mean ingfu l  who le  s to ry  which  d i sc loses  the  cha rac te r  o f  the  s to ry  and  the

o the r  ac to r s ’  pa r t  i n  t he  s t o ry .   C r i t i c a l  r e f l ec t i on  on  t he  pa s t  i n  r e l a t i on  t o

the  p resen t  r e l ig ious  t r ad i t ions  can  a l low fo r  conf igura t ion  o f  p re f igu red

exper ience  to  a l low for  re f igura t ion  th rough  imagina t ion  fo r  fu tu re  ac t ions .

In  o the r  words ,  r e f igura t ion  o f  exper i ence  fo r  p rac t i ca l  da i ly  l iv ing  can
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occur .   I t  means  tha t  th rough  na r ra t ive  med ia t ion  and  the  l inkage  wi th  the

“ m i m e t i c ”  a n d  “ n a r r a t i v e  a r c ”  c h a n g e  m a y  b e  c o n s i d e r e d ,  w i t h  c o n s e q u e n t

in i t i a t ion  o f  ac t ions  to  implement  changes  to  re l ig ious  t r ad i t ions  tha t  a re

needed  in  r e l a t ion  to  the  p rac t i ca l  da i ly  l iv ing  o f  peop le  (Dreyer  2000 :32 ;

Muldoon 2002:68;  Venema 2000:94) .

At  the  same  t ime  na r ra t ive  media t ion  can  s t r eng then  our  Chr i s t i an  r eligious

iden t i ty ,  th rough  c r i t i ca l  r e f l ec t ion  in  re la t ion  to  o the r  re l ig ious  t r ad i t ions ,

in  tha t  i t  p rovides  knowledge  about  “se l f”  and  Chr i s t ian  re l ig ious  t rad i t ions .

Thus ,  i t  a l lows  us  to  know what  we  s tand  fo r  in  re la t ion  to  our  own

Chr i s t i an  be l i e f s  in  re la t ion  to  o ther  re l ig ious  t r ad i t ions .   Berger  (1992:68-

71 )  wa rns  t ha t  one  mus t  know wha t  one  be l i eves ,  when  en t e r i ng  i n to  i n t e r -

r e l ig ious  d ia logue  wi th in  a  p lu ra l i sed  soc ie ty ,  o the rwise  the re  i s  a  danger

of  be ing  sucked  in to  accep t ing  “any th ing  tha t  goes” .  

R icoeur ’ s  (1992)  no t ion  o f  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  i s ,  however ,  impor tan t  fo r

unde r s t and ing  t he  “ se l f -h i s t o ry”  i n  r e l a t i on  t o  t he  h i s t o ry  o f  “o the r s” ,  t ha t

i s  the  soc ia l  po l i t i ca l ,  economic ,  cu l tu ra l  and  re l ig ious  “h i s to r i e s”

su r round ing  “ se l f ” .   Nar ra t ive  med ia t ion  the re fo re  d i sc loses  the  su f fe r ing

of  human  agen t s  and  the  ac t ions  o r  non-ac t ions  o f  our  own re l ig ious

t r a d i t i o n s .   I t  m e a n s  t h a t  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  m o r a l / e t h i c a l

accountab i l i ty  of  our  re l ig ious  t rad i t ions  in  re la t ion  to  “o thers”  in  soc ie ty ,

Chr i s t i ans  and  peop le  o f  o the r  r e l ig ions .   Thus ,  na r ra t ive  can  func t ion  to

med ia te  be tween  the  “ re l ig ious  se l f ”  and  p rac t i ca l  l i f e  by  p rov id ing  mora l

j u d g e m e n t  a n d  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  g o a l s .   I t  c a n  a l s o  i n i t i a t e  a c t i o n  f o r  r e v i s i n g

new goa l s  to  be  ach ieved  by  the  Chr i s t i an  t r ad i t ion  to  f ac i l i t a t e  a  sense  o f

be longing  for  a l l  people ,  tha t  s t rengthens  persona l  ident i ty .

2 . 5   C O N C L U S I O N

T h e  n o t i o n  o f  n a r r a t i v e  i d e n t i t y  w a s  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t e r m s  o f  h o w  i t  c a n
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s t r eng then  pe r sona l  i den t i ty  th rough  the  me taphor  o f  “be long ing” .   The

conc lus ion  was  tha t  na r ra t ive  iden t i ty  opens  the  poss ib i l i ty  o f  1 )  a l lowing

the  in i t ia t ion  of  change;  2)  main ta in ing  a  complementary  s tab i l i ty  of

t rad i t ion ;  3)  a l lowing  mora l  judgement  of  t rad i t ions ,  ac t ions  and  in ten t ions ;

4 )  a l l o w i n g  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  w h e t h e r  p r o m i s e s  t h a t  w e r e  m a d e  h a d  b e e n  k e p t

o r  no t .  These  fou r  po in t s  a re  ach ieved  f i r s t l y  th rough  r e f l ex ion  and

cr i t i c i sm in   connec t ion  wi th  the  con tex tua l  o rd inary  da i ly  l ives  o f  people

and  the  t r ad i t ions  o f  soc ie t i e s  and  second ly ,  th rough  t ak ing  respons ib i l i ty

fo r  “ se l f”  and  “ano ther”  in  mora l  ac t ion  tha t  f ac i l i t a t es  co l l ec t ive  iden t i ty

and  s t r eng thens  pe r sona l  iden t i ty .   

Re l ig ious  iden t i ty  was  cons ide red  in  r e l a t ion  to  R icoeur ’ s  (1992 ,  1995)

n o t i o n  o f  “ s e l f ”  a n d  “ s a m e n e s s ” .   I n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  t h e s i s  s t a t e m e n t  o f  t h e

prob lem of  iden t i ty  and  how i t  can  be  dea l t  w i th ,  i t  was  a rgued  tha t  th rough

the  no t ion  of  nar ra t ive  iden t i ty  re l ig ious  t rad i t ion  can  con t r ibu te  to  shap ing

personal  ident i ty .   Rel ig ious  ident i ty  can ,  th rough the  metaphor  of

“be longing” ,  p rov ide  co l lec t ive  iden t i ty  tha t  makes  people  exper ience

inclusion.   

The  nex t  chap te r  w i l l  cons ide r  mob i l i t y  impa i rmen t  and  how na r ra t ive

ident i ty  may be  cons idered  in  re la t ion  to  mobi l i ty  impairment .


