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ABSTRACT

What follows is an inquiry into science via an analysis of
certain concrete occurrences, situated in both a medical and academic
setting. The analysis allows me to explore the distinction between
individual experience and collective experience or wnified experience.
And more specifically, it allows me to inquire into science as grounded
in the ideal of unified exp=srience.

The concrete happenings cover-over necessary conventions,
conventions which can be detected via a consideration of such themes
as: The Subjectivity-Objectivity Distinction: A Call for Unified
Experience; Authority: A Function of Group Membership; Criticism: A
Function of Group Membership; and Research Requirements: A Call for
Unified Experience. To organize discussion about the occurrences in
this way, allows me to reveal the achieved character of the occurr-
ences; it makes thematic what is assured concretely.

Chapter One focuses on the inattentiveness of a nurse as an
occasion to recognize the subjectivity-objectivity distinction. The
distinction reflects the separation of adequate fram inadequate speech.
Adequate speech is within the legitimate frame of scientific speech
and requires the unification of the structure of experience.

Chapter Two focuses on an instance of layman speem which
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is couched in the scientific mode but dismissed as invalid. Authori-
tative speech within medicine is a function of the speaker rather
than the nature of the speech. We see that membership within the
medical commmity is important in how statements are perceived and
in whether speech is considered authoritative.

Chapter Three further considers the irportance of membership
as a basis for "serious" speech. The possibility of distinguishing
serious from non-serious speech introduces the possibility of criti-
cism. We see that criticism becomes restricted to members, and
functions in preserving cammmity. It is a method of making refer-
ence to the authority of the community.

The final chapter deals with research requirements as another
instance in which the wnification of the structure of experience is
required. Reviewing the literature is considered as a research
requirerent which preserves the relevance of prablems for coammmity
menbers. So the very existence of a literature review serves to

remind us that our prdblematic must be commmally prablematic.
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INTRODUCTTION

It is when we find ourselves facing a group or commmity
that we becare aware of the existence of a larger concern than that
of cne individual for another. It is when we hear such remarks
as: "That's the way the system works", "I don't make the rules",
"That's not sociology", "You're not a doctor"”, that we become aware
of a concern for the very preservation of camumity. It is through
such remarks that we hear the voice of a particular vision of reality;
a voice which informs us as to the way things 'really' are, and ‘
hence a voice suggesting law. It is a voice respansible for a history
of heresies, as it bears witness to our intolerance of different
fundamental structures of experience. It is the voice of consensus,
and concern for commmity; a voice which makes certain claims to
what 'is' and what 'is not'.

Tt has been noticed by many social theorists that the
accent of reality (social reality) are given to those experiences
which are beyond the individual, i.e., general, collective experiences.l
But as reality is attributed to aspects of experience which are
collective, this occurs at the expense of other aspects: those which

are individual. By pointing to the distinction between individual

lAmong those who have suggested this, are such writers

as: E. Durkheim, T. Kuhn, A. Schutz, P. Berger, and S. Freud.



experience and collective experience, we establish damains where
the different versions of reality can be addressed. But what of
the tension between these domains? Simmel (1950) has suggested
that the essential feature of human life is precisely this tension
between the individual and the group. The distinction between
individual experience and collective experience can be localized

in terms of their prominence in different situations. For example,
the condition of being a hospital patient is one which represents
individual experience. The patient is concerned for his personal
recovery, and not for the preservation of a commmity. On the other
hand, the scientist, as an ideal type construct, is involved in

a practice which is said to exclude personal interest. The priority
of individual lived experience is relegated to the background.
Science stresses the significance of de-personalized or collective
experience. In science general or law-like experience takes on the
force of reality, and is perceived as 'real' while those of other
kinds are seen as 'unreal'. The concern of one individual for
another becames overshadowed by a concern for membership within

a comunity, as well as one's faithfulness to it. This replacement
can be a source of anxiety for the individual. Every actual
"fulfillment of relation between men means acceptance of others"
(Buber, 1970:69). What happens to the status of a person when
one's concern is for preserving the unity of cammmity? The
personal becames uninteresting. It is relevant only in so far

as it secures cammmity. If what guides one's attention is a



concern for membership, then the individual as individual becomes
overshadowed. Personal qualities became a burden in dealing with
others. The life between person and person appears to be retreating
in the face of the collective. This is nowhere better manifested
than in the tension between an individual who cares for the other

as a person, and the collective which is indifferent to everything
personal. This conflict is a source of anxiety, the appeasement of
which serves to produce the relevance of this discussion.

What follows is an analysis of certain tension laden
situa’cions;2 situations which relate to the tension between the
individual and the group and more particularily, the tension between
the individual and the scientific commumity. I wish to suggest ‘
that a commmity such as the scientific commumity, values a certain
way of relating, which in turn, presumes a certain relationship to
our experiences. By focusing on those situations in which individual
concerns conflict with a collective's conception of reality, I hope
to expose their respective"forms of l_ife".3

In this inquiry I will explore the distinction between
individual experience and general experience or experience-under-

law, by examining examples of it. This distinction can be stated

2Acoo::vding to Kierkegaard, a 'situation' has to do with a

certain stage in a life-journey, filled with circumstance and other
people, which is brought to the focus of that person's care and concermn.

3My reference "form of life" relies upon Ludwig Wittgenstein's
similiar usuage. For clarification see his Philosophical Investi-
gation, trans. G.F.M. Anscambe (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1968),
p.8 and p.1ll.




as a distinction between those experiences which are externalized
by science (collective experience), and those which orient directly
toward the continuous awareness of one's own existence (individual
experience). This thesis treats individual experience and collective
experience as a topic of empirical inquiry by analyzing actual
concrete happenings. Hence it is tied to the author's personal
experiences of life, and is not removed fram human concerns.4

This inquiry reflects the author's personal experiences with
the scientific cammmity. 2And these experiences occur within both,
an academic and medical setting. Experiences in a hospital and
university, provide me with the opportunity to address the analytic
features of scientific practice. It provides a way of exploring ‘
the social character of scientific practice. This inquiry can be
seen as an exploration into science as it is encountered in a
hospital and university. Through an analysis of actual occurrences,
the social character of this scientific world can be addressed. I
hope to display its visibility via a consideration of such themes as:

I The Subjectivity-Objectivity Distinction: A
Call for Unified Experience

II Authority: A Function of Group Membership
III Criticism: A Function of Group Membership

IV Research Requirements: A Call for Unified
Experience

4Here, personal experiences have unity with the experiences
of others in so far as we feel the tension between the individual
and the group.



Each theme is a way of talking about the concrete occurrences such
that the reader can see those occurrences in same grounded way. To
locate each theme, is not to find anything but to reweal the necessary
conventions prefigured by the concrete occurnenc:es.5 We will see
that each actual occurrence represents an occasion of collectibility,
and unity; how human beings show themselves and at the same time
conceal themselwves. Each, is a way of talking about the problem of
reality. And each serves to emphasize that reality is brought into
being by human activity, and hence stands in vivid contrast to the
belief that reality is ‘there' to begin with. Each theme shows

that 'reality', that which exists or simply 'is', is a matter of
convention. The rules are more or less arbitrary, and have been
collectively agreed upon.

To suggest that reality is socially organized, introduces
the idea of campeting versions of reality. It introduces the
awareness that things could be otherwise; that our view of the
world is actually one among many. Yet the possibility of legiti-
mating one distinctive view of the world over ancther has appeared,
so as to allow us to act 'as if' things were real. The selection
process is invested with an air of mystification, to use Berger's

terms. "Let the institutional order be so interpreted as to hide,

5In the language of Goffman, each theme is a way of seeing
the "frame" of each actual occurrence. "Frames" refer to the belief
that "definitions of situations are built up in accordance with
principles of organization which govern events and our subjective
involvement in them" (1974:10).



as much as possible, its constructed character" (Berger, 1967:33).
The one selected view of the world is seen,in practice, as the
only possible view of the world; and hence is identified with the
'real' world. It seems that our sense of reality rests on the
absence of alternatives. Other cawpeting views are therefore
discredited, and invalidated.

Nothing has greater discrediting power today, than the
demonstration that a given assertion has been scientifically
disproven. By showing that an assertion is scientifically disproven,
we show that it is unreliable, since reliable knowledge is associated
with scientific knowledge. As Roszak (1968:208) says:

... reliable knowledge is knowledge that

is scientifically sound, since science is

that to which modern man refers for the

definitive explication of reality ...

Scientific knowledge is not just feeling

or speculation or subjective ruminating.

It is a verifiable description of reality

that exists independent of any perscnal

cansiderations.
A scientist, or expert, is one who 'really' knows what is what,
because of his specific way of knowing, since whatever flows fram
this way of knowing qualifies as knowledge, and nothing else.

It seems that in our present historical period, society has
invested a sense of meaningfulness and value into the scientific
way of knowing. Today, all areas of specialization strive to became
scientific. And because the 'experts' know and we, as laymen, do
not, we seek their guidance. Science insists that it alone has a

monopoly on the methods of finding out what is true and what is false;



what is real and what illusory.

Scientists try to mask the nature of their decisions with
an air of legitimacy and validity. But science's rules, concerning
what is 'real' and what is not, what is 'true' and what is ‘false',
are matters of human decisions.6 These decisions reveal much about
a certain tradition or form of life. that's 'real' depends on the
lives we lead. However, within this scientific tradition lies a
particular ontological stance. Roszak (1968:222-23) expresses it
well in the following passage:

I can perceive no more than your be-
havioral facade. I can grant you no
more reality or psychic ccherence than
this perception allows. I shall dbserve
this behavior of yours and record it.

I shall not enter into your life, your
task, your condition of existence. Do
not turn to me or appeal to me or ask
me to became involved with you. I am
here only as a temporary observer ...

I assume that I can adequately under-
stand what you are doing or intending
without entering wholly into your life.
I am not particularly interested in what
you uniguely are; I am interested only
in the general pattern to which you
canform.

This stance places the accent of reality not on individual experience,
but on law-like experience or unified experience; and holds unified

experience as the standard of intelligibility. The inquirer is not an

6Although scientists may be aware of the arbitrarv nature of
their conceptual framework, as Feverabend sugaests in his article
"Against Method: An Outline of an Anarchistic Theory of Knowledge",
the doing of science still requires an unquestioned conceptual framework.
That is, in order to engage in the practice of solvino scientific
problems, scientists behave as if their theoretical framework was
non-arbitrary.



author but a messenger of nature. He is not responsible for
originating the word but only for transmitting it. An adequate
messenger reports or passes on nature's speech without altering it.
Scientific speech, then, is speech which issues fram nature, from
that which is independent and external to the inquirer. This
inquiry attempts to formulate the social character of this tradition

via an analysis of certain tension laden occurrences.

Treatment of the Topic

Treatment of the topic reflects the belief that living and
learning are inseparable activities. The topic becames formulated
via an inquiry into actual concrete occurrences, which are situated
in a hospital and university setting. It is only upon finding
myself within tension laden situations, does the problem of rendering
intelligible that which is taken for real, become pressing. We
must experience social reality as a problem before we can formulate
it. Only upon feeling anxious while involved in particular happen-
ings in the hospital and university, is there a need for attentiaon.
Attending to problems stem from individual lived experienes. We
come to understand our predicament in the mood that Heidegger calls
'anxiety', which presupposes involvement. What one understands
(formulates) then becames a matter of reflective inquiry, or
regression.

Therefore it must be mentioned at the ocutset, that while this

discussion is an inquiry into science, it is not a scientific inquiry.



Scientific work does not require individual anxiety or persocnal
(personalized) involvement but quite the contrary. Science operates
with anonymity as a standard. That is, scientific inquiry requires
that we be detached from personal experience, so as to share in the
externalized collectivity. This discussion then, is unscientific,
in so far as science suggests a mode of existence devoid of persanal
involvement and human anxiety.

Scientific inquiry requires we move forward, not backward.
We must progress, not regress. This is made possible given our
methodological security. So long as we feel secure in our ways
of establishing 'sight', in our activities of proving, then we have
same standard for the recognition of knowledge. This concern is
expressed in the separation of theory and methods, which reflects
the conventional and authoritative belief in a distinction between
our activities of speculating and our activities of proving.
Conventional usage considers theory as mere speculation; theory
must be either verified or refuted via same testing procedure.
The testing procedures or methods are our activities of proving
which allow us to accumilate knowledge. This presumes security in
our methods which is absent in our theories. And the security is
possible so long as we selectively forget that proof itself depends
upon theories of how to prove things. Our activities of proving
becomes the consensually validated route to knowledge, and the
possibility of consensually validating knowledge gives us con-

fidence in our activities of proving.
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The history of sociology clearly preserves different
conceptions of the social world, each with its own methodological
implications. For example, compare the Durkheimian tradition with
the Weberian. Durkheim suggested that social facts can be viewed
as things for the purpose of sociological analysis, and the investi-
gator should examine them from the perspective of an investigator
of nature. Weber suggested that the social world is 'meaningful',
and that the researcher should examine it from the perspective of
those being studied. In both cases verifiable knowledge has to do
with knowledge which others can independently arrive at. And one's
perception of verifiable knowledge depends upon one's security in
the activities of proving. It depends upon equalized experience.

Although we are encouraged to beliewve that there are
different ways of proceeding, as is seen in the possibility of
utilizing a variety of research techniques, proceeding means moving
forward. Our cammmity believes it is important to encourage an
appreciation, in the graduate student, of the greatest possible
range of research techniques (Kaplan, 1964). This suggestion would
appear to encourage differences. That is, we are sometimes told
that as investigators we can use qualitative methodology or quanti-
tative methodology depending upon our conception of social reality
(Filstead, 1970). But in both cases, our methodology allows us to
move forward or prooceed via an accumilation of knowledge. And the
accumulation of information must always presume wnquestioned methods

of accumilation. Our methods of accumulation (research techniques)



result in verified knowledge, which serve as building blocks for
science's progressive movement forward. A movement forward is a
movement ahead, a progression. Says Blum (1974:247):

Positivism is the decisive moving

forward of a discipline march, it

neither moves backward nor circles

repetitively around its origin, but

moves ahead. The positivity of

positivism lies in its ability and

in its desire to move ahead and it

moves ahead by laying down a path

for itself.
And no matter whether we use quantitative or qualitative methodology,
we require a secure starting point from which to proceed, or move.
Our canmumnity provides this security in establishing, in advance,
what knowledge locks like. We feel secure in our activities of
proving. By establishing a beginning from which direction will follow
we negate alternative beginnings.

A direction is an authorial canception of what needs to be
seen as 'fact'. But how does this direction come to be established?
The direction points to a collective who decides to limit their speech.
To set a direction is a recognition that our work can never start
unless we limit our cancern to what is at hand; unless we agree to
begin within limits. Blum (1974:248) writes:

Without a positive spirit towards cne's
speech, there is wavering and delay;
nothing moves ahead, no work gets done.
It is only by the positive acceptance of
the authority of the beginning that one
moves ahead, that work gets done, that
results appear.

And a recognition of limits is cbservable in one's faithfully



following the route layed out in advance. To establish, in advance
a way of ‘'searching' is to reconstruct the many ways (beliefs) into
the way of finding (knowledge). It is to establish authority for
oneself, and silence the visibility of alternative possibilities.

Science seems to be concermed with making the world
intelligible, and secures this project by pre-establishing categories
of intelligibility. Investigation of the world remains unproblematic
so long as our methods remain unquestioned. We feel methodologically
aware as we have pre-established a path in advance. By establishing
a path or method we gquarantee scientific knowledge. In stipulating
the criteria and following them, we achieve our end. But knowledge
of what? If we set up a way of knowing which gives us certain
knowledge, then it becares a matter of mechanically following the
rules we've constructed. What we've done, is to stipulate how the
phenamenon will appear for others in the cammmity, so that together,
we can have 'knowledge' of it. We predetermine boundaries, to tell
us what we see. We set out, in advance, a route which we go about
following; we set out a way of seeing so we'll know what we see.

To set a method in advance is like categorizing the world
in advance. To categorize helps us to know, and once we have know-
ledge we needn't take a second look; we needn't re-search. Perhaps
we should be suspicious of 'knowing' too quickly.

An alternative to this form of inquiry is an inquiry in which
we become methodologically aware as the result of a backward gaze.

Instead of pre-establishing in advance our way of rendering samething



13

intelligible (method) we discover it by looking back. We first
feel confident in the intelligibility of samething, and only then
reflect on how we got there.

One who sets a path in advance and then proceeds to follow
it seems to be involved in another question than the one who finds
his path after reaching his destination. The first can be heard as
saying: "I want to go there, and this is the way to go."” The other
says: "I'm here," and asks, "How did I get here?" They seem to be
in different worlds. The difference can be observed in the consider-
ation given Georg Simmel by the sociological ccxmnmity.7 The
sociological community viewed Simmel's work as contemptible in so
far as it lacked a methodological system. The doinag of science as
seen by the sociological community required a 'disciplined' form
of inquiry; hence Simmel fails to be seen as scientific. The commn-
ity has epistomological certainty given a pre-established way of
knowing (method). Scientific knowledge is obtainable by virtue of
following the scientific method. We can recognize ‘'knowledge' as
we have pre-determined its nature. Against this backoround Simmel
appears 'undisciplined', as he isn't ruled by a concern for method.
His mathods of investigation are not imposed beforehand. He grasps
the intelliqibility of a situation and, via reflection, becomes

conscious of his method of rendering it intelligible. In other

7For further details as to Simmel's position in relation to
the sociological community, consult C.D. Axelrod, "Toward an
Appreciation of Simmel's Fragmentary Style", The Socioloaical Quart-—
erly, 1977, pp. 185-196.
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words, he recognizes that he is already samewhere, but how he got
there is uncertain, and therefore, of analytic concern.

The process of this inquiry is not guided by a concern for
method, but by a concerm for understanding what is actually exper-
ienced. Method would not rule the work, but the work would rule
one's method. Husserl (1965:102) says: "True method follows the
nature of the things to be investigated and not our prejudices and
precanceptians.” He criticizes psychology for having adopted the
methods of natural science, for in doing so it has given a "content
that is not simply taken fraom what is actually given in experience
but is applied to the latter" (Husserl, 1965:101). "It (psychology)
has not considered what lies in the 'sense' of psychological exper-
ience and what ‘demands' (in the sense of the psychical) of itself
makes on method" (Husserl, 1965:102). What is suggested is that
inquiry is not imposed from without but is derived fram and grounded
in the things themselves to be studied.

The determination of evidence requires us to go to the thing
about which a claim is made. To check the evidence is to turn to
the things themselves. If evidence is a matter of turning to the
affairs in question regarding a specific claim, then it will differ
with each particular kind of affair. What we count as evidence is
not pre-determined before approaching the thing to be studied. Husserl's
dictum "back-to-the-things-themselves" suggests we focus on our
immediate experience as we live it. It calls us to return to the

phenamenon as given in immediate experience.



According to Husserl (1965:106-107), "a phenamenon is no
‘substantial' unity, it has no 'real' properties, it knows no real
parts, no real changes and no causality.... To attribute a nature
to phenamena, to investigate their real camponent parts, their causal
connection - that is pure absurdity,no better than if one wanted to
ask about the causal properties, connection etc. of numbers". A
phenarenon qua phenomenon becames available when we cease treating
an object as real-in-itself, and begin treating it as meant or
intended. In other words, phenamenon qua phencmenon becames avail-
able when we cease being concerned with whether or not things exist,
and begin attending to the possibility of their being as they appear.
If we suspend ocur belief in the existence of things or in the world
as 'there', we are forced to ask ourselves how it is possible that
we experience 'this' rather than 'that'. We came to recognize the
intentional character of experience. The decision to suspend the
belief in the existence of things (“natural attitude")8 is a decision
not to deny them, but rather to understand them and make them explicit.

This analysis is concerned with the grounds of a particular
socially constructed reality: science. It is not interested in
affirming or denying that construction but in explicating the hidden

dimension, lying within the cbviocus. It is interested in revealing

8Acoorch'_ng to Husserl and Schutz "natural attitude" means

that samething is to be treated as naturally given, whether or not
it 1is.
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the very possibility of the actuality.,9 To engage in questioning
the grounds of anything is to be interested in its hidden or unspoken
dimension. The grounds or foundation, like ‘roots', are hidden fram
view. What is it, to go to the roots of something? What kind of
project is called for in the notion of seeking foundations? One that
would make explicit, the implicit or latent. The implicit, as with
roots, is covered-over. Thus the process of making explicit the
implicit is an uncovering process.lo It is a process of explicating
the presupposed or taken—-for-granted foundation of any epistemic claim.
Seeking foundations means seeking presuppositions; seeking that which
is responsible for securing our claims. It dissolves what is in
hand by treating its security as covering over and concealing its
history (McHugh et al, 1974).

Husserl in his cancern for the unclarj'_fiedll status of
science begins a radical searching of foundations. The manifest or
concrete, is viewed as an area of revealability, an area of opening-up.

We seardllz through the oconcrete to dis-cover the forgotten or

9This conception of analysis can be found in the work of P.
McHugh, S. Raffel, D. Foss, and A. Blum. See their "Introduction",
in On the Beginning of Social Inquiry, (London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul Ltd., 1974), pp. 1-20.

lOKant used the term 'analytic' to refer to that which is

inherent to a subject. So an analytic project, in the sense in which
I intend to use it, would be ruled by the inherent nature of things.

l:LHuss;erl suggests that an unclarified science is one which is
unaware of its foundations.

lzThe very idea of searching localizes the contradiction that,
convention is both responsible for perception and impedes it; a
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covered-over. The act of uncovering poses the prablem of beginning,
because it implies that any manifestation is an achievement; it is
preceeded by a past or history. Every beginning necessarily leaves
its own ground or foundations unspoken. So to be concerned for
grounds is to continually question any point of departure. We are
condemned never to start with certainty. We stay with the question
which we can break out of, only by a leap that would establish a
place of departure. A concern for the grounds is therefore always
a matter of re-cammencing, since every beginning is necessarily an
achieved pre-supposition, a prejudioe.l3 We becare involved in a
constant regression or movement backward. "If all beginnings are
ends, then the work never progresses, for it never goes anywhere"
(Blum, 1974:250). But this regress is not necessarily damaging.
It represents and exhibits a structural feature of inquiry itself;
its ongoing and ever—-tentative character.

Analysis takes the concrete, familiar world, as a point of

departure since that is where we find ourselves.:L4 We see the

contradiction which creates a tension implicit to research. Searching
suggests both, the familiar and the unfamiliar. That is, one
searches for samething, which presumes the possibility of recognizing
what we are locking for. If it is recognizable, then we must be
familiar with it. Yet searching is an activity of questioning, and
this very act acknowledges the unfamiliar; acknowledges our 'not
knowing' and 'need to know'.

13Blum suggests that every writer has a point where he stops

If analysis has to do with a concern for what is fundamental
to a phenomenon, then we would use whatever we could that would allow
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familiar before we see what is beneath it, but we understand or
stand-under™ the familiar only when we have came to know what is
beneath it. This implies that our everydayness must be re-searched.
It suggests that the familiar forgets its achieved character, forgets
its past or history. As Blum says, to do analysis is to recollect
and re-think its history. If thinking resembles a way of living
rather than an act, as Heidegger suggests, then we care to know what
it means to do analysis by analyzing. We learn by doing. Galileo
did scientific research without being able to state clearly what he
was doing. It is by doing analysis that analysis becames formulable.
How we do analysis is shown by dealing with our topic not with talk

about what is to be done. Heidegger, in his concern for deternmining

us to formulate the grounds, leading us to see how it is possible
that the phenomenon cames to loock like whatever it locks like. The
concern for uncovering what lies hidden underneath the appearances,
demands our use of the imagination. An act of the imagination is
required to dis-cover the invariant in all variations. This thesis
is therefore restricted to the limitation of the author's imagination.
That is, imaginative variation allows us to do analysis by allowing us
to formulate the grounds that lead us to see how it is possible that
any situation cames to look like whatever it locks like. By imagina-
tively varying an actuality we can uncover alternative possibilities,
and hence be in a position to dbserve the necessity of the actual
occurrence. Variations of a scene serve to bring the actual scene
into focus. Ueber refers to this as 'mental experiments'. And the
moverent of inquiry is continued to the extent that we are able to
conceive of alternatives, i.e. to the extent of our imaginative
powers. Imaginative variation allows us to perceive that things

as they usually are in everyday life have dimensions and depths never
before suspected.

lSNeitzsc;he reads 'understand' as 'standing-under'. For this
reference see the "Prologue" of Thus Spoke Zarathustra, in the Portable
Nietzsche, trans. and ed. Walter Kaufmann, (New York: The Viking Press,
1954) , pp. 121-137.




what is called thinking, does not begin with a formulated topic. But
his topic is formulated through the inquiry. This means that we do
not distinguish what we know from our knowing it. This view of
knowledge is not that of a product independent of us. The researcher's
individuality becames an important feature rather than a bias in doing
analysis. The knower is not independent of the known. In constituting
the known, it matters who we are and where we stand.

The metaphor of a journey is apt as a schema for inquiry.
Journeys begin fram here, where we are standing now; the journey of
understanding can only begin fram where it is we stand. Socrates
simply begins. He dissolves the issue of a starting point by starting
a canversation. The fuel for the journey is provided by the opinions
camonly shared; with what people hold, think, and say. Socrates
patiently unfolds the opinions and confronts us with ourselves. We
realize the relativity of our opinions. The undergirding structure
of language allows him to reveal to us the things to which we are
already committed. We came to realize that one chooses to follow
certain paths, not because those paths are more valid or true, but
because we can live with the tradition which prefigqures them.

The organization of this thesis reflects a journey in
understanding tension laden situations in both a medical and academic
setting, which will be treated as examples of scientific rationality.
There is a sense in which a journey charts its own course; the sense
given to us by Socrates. The metaphor of journey irplies the idea

%
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that direction is set by both, the driver and the passage. Direction
is given not only by the viewer but also by that which is viewed.
Explorations are given direction not only by the explorer but also
by that which is explored. One tends toward that which calls for
attendance. And attendance is a form of being present.

A 'journey' into the subjectivity-cbjectivity distinction,
authority, criticism, and research requirements, reveals that each
therme rests on a particular way of thinking about scientific know-
ledge, and its particular tradition. This tradition is one which
formulates relevant speech as speech which requires a certain rela-
tionship to the speaker; as speech which is independent of a speaker
de—-authored speech.

Each theme represents an occasion of collectability, of how
human beings show themselves - or rather conceal themselves under the
guise of commnity member in the commnity of science. Each is grounded
in the ideal of comumnality and unified experience. It is hoped that

this will be displayed via an exploration into actual happenincs.

Concerning Problems

Many recognize that we 'see' upon finding situations problema-

t;ic.l6 Problems (suffering) take us from the unreflective following

of convention to where we are forced to think about what is problematic.

lGAmonq those who have suggested this are: T. Kuhm, P. Berger,
and A. Schutz.
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But how do prablems come about? Do we find ourselves in problems?
Or do we go about finding problems? Do problems originate fram
within or without - with us or without us?

Perhaps the manner in which they become cbservable is important
to our way of knowing, to our inquiry. How they came about may call
for a corresponding way of knowing them. It mav have direct bearing
on our methodology. Does sociology readily provide us with recog-
nied 'problem areas'?

Many sociology departments today, offer courses in social
prablems. Typically in these courses, we are informed about "poverty,
war, overpopulation, drug addiction, mental disorders, alcoholism,
etc." (University of Manitoba General Calender: 1976). By giving a
name to something, we put it into a category, and we think we have
understood it. Words are a way of structuring, manipulating and con-
trolling; thus when they are absent the specter of loss of control
arises. We tend to think that if we cannot name sarething we cannot
control it. 17 Hence silence suggests the surrender of control. We
avoid silence so as to preserve the idea that we live in a world we
cantrol and avoid confronting our fear of being out of control. This
is abservable in the organization of our evervday lives. Experiences
which could possibly challenge our commonsense knowledge of the world,

are usually categorized so as to take the stinag out of them.

l7’l‘his is supported by comrents from aphasics; caments such
as: "It's as if I did not have enough names."
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Categorizing or labelling is a way of making the threatening, familiar

18

and safe. Hertzler (1965:52) says:

The language symbols can also give

the feeling of certainty and campre-

hension, when such feeling is entirely

inappropriate. This is because we get

the feeling of camprehension by apply-

ing a symbol for samething we know (or

think we know) to samething we do not

know. This is because the feeling of

camprehension comes from the feeling

evoked by the symbol, and not fram the

'sarething' that is unknown.
That which is named is not unknown to us anymore, and is therefore
familiar. But what if we do not give sarething a name? Are we then
not forced into acknowledging the individuality of the unfamiliar?
Defining is a very convenient way of disposing of problems; by saying
that same people are poor, addicted, mental, or hamwsexual, we give
them a label and destroy the label. Our labels allow us to standardize
differences, so if we do not give a label to people we are forced to
lock at them as individuals, and to consider our relationship with
them.

If we solely look for conclusions to our prablems we avoid

the problem. The conclusions became all significant and not the problem.
The answer is not separate fram the question; the solution is in the

problem, not away from it. Scientists, in their search for 'causes',

seek a solution not in the prdblem, but avay fram it. In their

lBFor a detailed discussion of the major functions of
categorization see, J. Hertzler, The Sociology of Language, (New
York: Random House, 1965).
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attempt to render samething intelligible, they direct their attention
outside the thing investigated, rather than to the thing itself.
Causal explanations are not shown to be inherent to the problem.

A search for what causes an object to be is a search for what acts

on the object. This presupposes that the cbject (prablem) doesn't
act. What is 'acted-upon' cames from outside, and is necessarily
away fram the dbject (prablem). To seek an answer away from the
problem is to create distance between it and its solution. If one
locks at a problem with the hope that it will give an answer, then
are we locking?

Socrates never tired of discussions that opened up questicns
which never led to conclusions or answers. He never offered defini-
tive explanations, as that would suggest that the question ceased to
be a qv.xesvt-_i.cm.l9 His constant reflective concern, never produced
an answer, as to do so would be to supply an explanation. Socrates
directs our attention to the structure of the dialogue, to the deeper
depths of questicns. We see the conduct of inquiry as an activity of
continual formulation. He exhibits his understanding by continuing
to try to understand. His experience of ignorance is essential to

this activity.20 His very unknowing or uncertainty means that he is

19111 his article, "The Oversocialized Conceptian of Man", D.
Wrong (1961:122) suggests that the guestions which sociologists
address are not "questions which lend themselves to successively more
precise answers as a result of cumlative empirical research, for they
remain eternally problematic”. He believes that the answers which
"previous thinkers have given became narrowly confining canceptual
prisons".

2OIn contrast, science operates on the noticn of provisional
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underway. He says:

For the partisan, when he is engaged

in a dispute, cares nothing about

the rights of the question, but is

anxious only to convince his hearers

of his own assertions. And the dif-

ference between him and me at the

present mament is only this - that

whereas he seeks to convince his hearers

that what he says is true, I am rather

seeking to canvince myself. (Plato,

1969:84)
He dwells in a relationship with ideas and persons; a relationship in
which there are always possibilities for reflection, clarification, and
deeper understanding. This suggests an openness to what problems
reveal. What often distracts us from locking at the problem is an
answer. The preconceived idea of an answer is the cause of distraction.
If the answer is established then the problem ceases to be a prablem.
When one does not know the answer, one is ready to receive what the
problem reveals.

To loock at a problem would mean what? To learn fram it, to

enter into a direct experiencing of that prablem. And depending on
the experience the answer differs. As Heidegger suggests: "We come

to know what it means to think when we ourselves try to think." The

uncertainty. This can be detected in such statements as: "Given
these conditions, we can infer ... Further research in the field
may show ... As far as present research has gone ..." Science
accepts ignorance or doubt only to destroy it. Knowledge involves
the destruction of ignorance. Ignorance is something which should
diminish with increasing knowledge. One has valid knowledae when
we do not question what we know. This means that we are not open
or attentive to the doctrines we reject.
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knowing is in the doing. There is an intimate connection between
learning and experiencing. What is learning?

To learn means to make everything we do
answer to whatever essentials address
themselves to us at the given time. De-
pending on the kind of essentials, de-
pending on the realm from which they
address us, the answer and with it the
kind of learning differs. (Heidegger,
1968:14)

The beginning point for each of the following chapters, is

fixed in the confines of the author's own concrete problem of existence.



Chapter I

THE SUBJECTIVITY-CBJECTIVITY DISTINCTION:

A CALL FOR UNIFIED EXPERIENCE

The life experience I wish to be attentive to in this chapter
involves a hospital situation during the sumer of /75. My sister,
having contracted encephalitis (a viral infection of the brain) has
been in the hospital since June 1975, which means that she is an cb-
ject (patient) for applied science. One day her mother addresses the
nurse: “Son pauvre petit coeur ne peut pas prendre g:a."l The nurse
responded by literally locking in the other direction. The mother's
statement went wnacknowledged.

It so happened the next day, my sister did have a heart arrest.
But I do not, wish to argue for the objective validity of my mother's
subjectively situated claim, since that would be taking an after-the-
fact position and saying 'see'. Rather, I want to be attentive to the
very inattentiveness displayed by the nurse, in hopes of understanding
how the nurse's response becores intelligible. What does the nurse's

response nean?2 It seems that it is here that the subjectivity-

l"Her poor little heart can't take it."

2To be concerned with identifying the 'cause' for the nurse's
response is an illegitimate way of easing pain, as it shifts attention
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objectivity distinction can be seen. That is, the nurse's inatten-
tiveness serves as an occasion for recognizing the subjectivity-
dbjectivity distinction.

Since the medical profession can be seen as adhering to the
scientific way of knowing, my sister is seen as an dbject possessing
certain properties. That is, temperature, blood pressure, pulse
rate, electro-encephlogram readings, brain scans, etc. characterize
and define the dbject (patient). Statements about the patient are
meaningful only in terms of this language; a language of which
agreement is essential; a language which is situated publically
within the medical profession. Dealings with patients resemble our
dealings with inanimate objects. The patient is not confirmed as
the person he is, but as an entity which requires investigation.

In our dealings with objects the concern is only with the observer's
experience of things, and never with the "way things experience us"
(Laing, 1967). We are not interested in recovering the wholeness

of being human through the relationship, since objects are simply
objects. Likewise the patient within a doctor-patient relationship
is perceived as an dbject-to-be-changed. What becomes interesting
about the individual patient are symptoms or signs pointing to his
condition. In other words, the individual is of interest in so far
as he conforms or deviates fram the known statistical generalizations

about illness.

fram subjective uncertainty towards something external. The source
of suffering is not outside.
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What ocould the mother's statement mean within such a context?
For the nurse it serves as an incident of subjectivity; an incident
of inadequate speech. The statement is based in private subjective
feeling and hence is not recognized as credible within the medical
community.

For the mother, the patient is seen as her daughter wham she
loves very much. As Buber says: "Feelings one 'has'; love occurs....
love does not cling to an I, as if the You were merely it's 'content'
or cbject; it is between I and You" (1970:66) . What the mother says
is understandable within the context of a certain kind of relation-
ship; a mother-daughter relationship. The nurse hears the mother's
speech as particular to that relationship and on that account treats
it as uninteresting. The nurse 'hears' scientifically; that is, she
participates in an institution whose conception of adequate speech is
the speech of any man,3 whose conception of adequate speech rests on
the interchangeability of speakers, and not the speech of individuals.
What is credible depends on the possibility of camwparing meaning
(method) within a community. Ability to commmicate a meaning with-
in a cammunity (a commnity open to any man) is necessary for deter-
mining whether one has 'knowledge' or simply same private innemness.
In other words, now one sees 1is what commands attention. If one

sees ananymously, i.e. the act of seeing is not particular to the

3A. Blum sees the essential feature of science as 'what anyone
could know', if he only used the scientific method of knowing.
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viewer, then one's speech can be made official and hence acknowledge-
able.

To quote Kaplan (1964:128):

What is reported as an cbservation

can be used in subsequent inquiry even
if the particular dbserver is no longer
a part of the context. I ask 'Do you
see what I see?' to help decide whether
what I see is to be explained by self-
knowledge or by knowledge of the pre-
sumed cbject.

(bjectivity seems to demand a certain treatment of everything
that experience presents to the person; a treatment such that the
undertaking to know does not involve an investment of the person's
person in the act of knowing, i.e. a treatment such as to demonstrate
"that the time-space locality of the speaker is irrelevant to what
he speaks about. Nature is assumed as an dbject present to all if
they abandon constraints of locality" (McHugh et al, 1974:54).

In contrast, subjectivity involves the investment of the
person's person in the act of knowing; i.e., the notion that the
act of seeing is particular to the seer. Because the mother's
statement is understandable only within the relationship between
her and her daughter; it is not interchangeable. For the nurse,
this serves as an occasion for the charge of subjectivity (bias)
within the context of scientific understanding. "Her poor little
heart can't take it" surfaces outside the legitimate frame of

scientific speech, and is therefore uninteresting and trivial.4

4My interpretation of the nurse's inattentiveness allows me
to address the analytic features of scientific practice. The nurse



Perhaps, it is the implications of the words “"poor little"
in the claim "Her poor little heart can't take it" which establishes
the charge of subjectivity. Within the scientific way of knowing,
how could a heart be referred to as "poor little"? How could the
notion of a "poor little heart" make any sense? The heart, as a
biological organ has a standard reqular size and the notion of it
being "poor" is simply out of context. The words, “poor little"
do not allow for the interchangeability of the statement between
speakers. That is, the words "poor little heart" are understandable
only within the particular relationship between the mother and
daughter.

But it is not simply the concrete words used, that produce
their subjective status. Suppose the doctor had uttered that very
same statement. He would not have been treated in the same way as
the mother, as he would have been seen as making reference to

another language. That is, the words "poor little" coming fram

is representative of science, and as such her inattentiveness is
essentially science's inattentiveness. I am not interested in
maintaining one interpretation at the expense of others. Nar am
I concerned in securing the ‘correct' interpretation of the actu-
ality, as such a concern would presume that the author and reader
are interchangeable adbservers, with identical access to the world.
That is, a concern for convincing an other of the correctness of
my interpretation would mean that the conception of the wark is
that of a report, which might have been issued from either the
author or the reader. By assessing the correctness of an inter-
pretation we becare limited to an attempt to replace the author.
Pernaps, we should not be so much concerned with the correctness
of an interpretation as with what the interpretation allows us to
guestion. We could ask ourselves whether our interpretation opens
wp realms of inquiry. What does it allow us to do?
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the doctor would have been seen as metaphoric for official language,
a language in which there are agreed-upon meanings, a language
which presupposes a cammumity to which any menber can orient. In
this case, the nurse, knowing that the doctor holds membership in
the medical c:c:mnum'.ty,5 would actively respond to the claim by
appealing to standards, standards that are commmally available.

In other words, the response would have been a recognition of the
statement's metaphoric appearance; a recognition of adequate speech
glossed over.

The mother's speech is uninteresting. The idea that it
could be factual or purport what is the case is not even enter—
tained. Within the context of science the claim "the moon is made
of green cheese" can be seen as more relevant and interesting than
the claim "Her poor little heart can't take it". The claim "the
moon is made of green cheese" may be wrong, but at least it is
testable, while the claim "Her poor little heart can't take it"
is not testable, and therefore not verifiable. It is more like say-
ing "I love cheese". It is to speak without 'data' and without the
possibility of generating data; hence for science it is trivial and
uninteresting. It does not contain a statement of validity as a
depiction of cammmally available facts—in-the-world. But rather,
the claim speaks only of the speaker as author of his speech and

not of the facts as 'any-member' might see.

r
“Credentials serve to indicate menpership in a cammmity.
It's authority in validating speech will be discussed in Chapter Two.
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II

How could the mother's claim becawe interesting? To became
interesting, it would have to speak about what any member would
recognize as 'facts' or 'things' (data). It would have had to
have been grounded in what is publically abservable. That is,
she would have had to have taken my sister's pulse rate and blood
pressure, and reported these in the appropriate language, in
official speech. In other words, only by orienting herself to
her speech in an anonymous way could her statement have been
acknowledged (de-authored speech). Only by taking a step back,
away from the exclusivity of her relationship with her daughter,
and a position of over-and-against, could she have been seen as
being 'in touch' with reality. That is, only by taking the van-
tage-point of a Not—16 could she have been seen as accurately per-
ceiving reality.

The anonymity of speech is achieved through standardization.
The possibility of anonymous or impersmnal de-authored speech
is achieved with the possibility of standardization. What is
there to be seen can only be decided commmally, for without
such a standard it would only dissolve into what is seen for
oneself. Standardization is identified with impersonal speech

and imperscnal de-authored speech grounds the notion of cbjectivity.

6Theodore Roszak gives us the notion of a "Not-I" as a
place within an individual that has been "cleansed of all those
murky passions, hostilities, joys, fears and lusts which define
my person” (1969:219).
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Within the scientific way of knowing, the tool for standard-
ization is measurement or quantification. Such and such a tenpera-
ture, such and such a blood pressure, or such and such a pulse rate
serve as standardized meanings to which anyone can orient. For
example, if the needle on the electro-cardiogram machine indicates
that you have had a heart attack within the last twenty-four hours,
then it makes no difference if you are feeling fine; you've still
had a heart attack within the last twenty-four hours. Or if the
mercury level in a thermameter reads 33°C then, you are obliged to
say "It's hot today" even though you may be standing in a wet bathing
suit, shivering on the beach. What is actually the case, and what
serves as facts are what medical staff interpret from the electro-
cardiogram machine and the thermameter. In these cases the quanti-

fied readings serve as standards which make anonymity possible.

11T

Kuhn (1962), suggests that what is a fact for one paradigm7
may not exist at all for another. He says: "Successive paradigms
tell us different things about the population of the universe and
about the population's behavior. They differ, that is, about such
questions as the existence of subataomic particles, the materiality

of light and the conservation of heat or of energy" (1962:102).

Tkuhn defines 'paradigm' as "universally recocnized scienti-
fic achievements that for a time provide model problems and solutions
to a commmity of practitimners”.
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Kuhn can be seen as swggesting that reality is relative, and hence
the question "What does it mean to see?" becames of major concern.
Since what is a fact may varv with different paradigms,
our observational judgements may also vary. The observation of
a machine, however, may remain the same, but the judgement deriwved
from the dbservation will be different. What counts as neutral data
varies with the situation. How one sees the world is not in a direct
one-to-one correspondence with cur senses. According to Kuhn, what
one judges to be, is a function of three things:
1. retinal inpressions, i.e. sensations
2. background categories, i.e. one's conceptual scheme

3. immediate concerns and expectations, i.e. the dbserver's
state.

He maintains that with changes in one's conceptual schemes the world
itself changes. "What were ducks in the scientist's world before
the revolution are rabbits afterwards.... Looking at a contour map,
the student sees lines on paper, the cartograrvher, a picture of
terrain. Iocking at a bubble-chamber photograph, the student sees
confused and broken lines, the physicist a record of familiar sub-
nuclear events"” (Kuhn, 1962:111). What this indicates in that two
men with the same retinal impressions can see different thinas.
For the student to see what the scientist sees, would require that
he become converted to the scientist's conceptual framework or way
of seeing. In other words, it involwves the unification of the

structure of experience.
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In order to 'see' this or that, we must already possess
certain types of knowledge. UWhat a man sees does not depend only
wpon what he locks at. Man is not a passive receptor of information
about an outside external world. So what is the relation between
'seeing' and the things ‘'seen'? It seems that a particular way of
seeing participates in the constitution of the things-as-they-are.
Man's brain allows past experience and anticipation of the future
to play a large part in augmenting sensory information, so that we
do not perceive the world merely fram the sensory information avail-
able at any given time. What is out there is a function of a para-
digm, according to Kuhn. There is no neutral 'data' waiting for
interpretation of the scientist. Kuhn argues that it is impossible
to talk of nature independently of a particular theory; independent
of a particular way of locking at things. For example, Pirsig (1974)
mentions that nature as that which is real in the Indian tradition
is different fraom that which is real in the scientific tradition.

It's completely natural to think of
Europeans who believe in ghosts or
Indians who believe in ghosts as
ignorant. The scientific point of
view has wiped out every other view
to a point where they all seem
primitive, so that if a persm
today talks about cghosts or spirits
he is considered ignorant or maybe
nutty...Those Indians and medieval
men were just as intelligent as we
are, but the ocontext in which they
thought was campletely different.
Within that context of thought,
ghosts and spirits are quite as real

as atoms, particles, photons, and
quants are to a modern man. (1974:32)



We can talk of samething being true or false within a single
paradigm, say, the system of physics. This provides the context in
which our experiments can take place. Physics itself however cannot
be said to be justified or unjustified, and those who adhere to a
different system camnot simply be said to be wrong. e have no
grounds for saying so, which do not derive fram our own system or
way of locking at things. The propositions of physics cannot be
called true if this implies that they have a validity which extends
beyond our system of physics. For us to insist that they are valid
even for those who reject them is merely to reaffirm our commitment
to them. We can only decide whether there is evidence for or against
sarething using our notion of what counts as evidence. Since another
system may not accept our notion of what counts as evidence, what we
say cannot necessarily be considered to have any application outside
our system of thought.

Am I then suggesting that the mother's claim belongs to
another paradigm? No. The claim "Her poor little heart can't take
it" does not suggest a paradigm in the sense that it does not attempt
to secure a comumity around it.” There is no commmity which can
serve as the final arbiter of the goodness (validity, accuracy) of
the mother's claim. There is no cammmnity which displays the achieve-

ment of consensus about the rule-governed character of her claim as

8Bu‘t: it does serve as an occasion for the charge of sub-
jectivity within the paradigm of science, and hence serves to secure
a camunity that excludes it.
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the standard of sericusness of that claim. The statement "Her
poor little heart can't take it" is understandable only within an

exclusive mother-daughter relationship.

Iv

That truth might reside in sare thing, universally and
eternally there for the discovery, is rejected by Kuhn. Mdiugh
(1970) also suggests that the truth of a statement is not inde-
pendent of the condition of its utterance, and so to study truth
is to study the ways truth can be methodically oonferred.9 This
amounts to saying that no dbject, event, or circumstance determines
its own status as truth. No sign autamatically attaches a refer-
ent, no fact speaks for itself. What we see as ‘'facts' are not
held independently of the procedures we use in order to decide
that they hold. "We agree that samething is dbjectively true if
independent dbservers with different subjective orientations con-
clude that it is true" (Babbie, 1975:40).

If, as Kuhn suggests, facts or things are different ac-
cording to the perspective we view them, then perhaps the import-
ant question to be asking is: "what is a thing?" Heidegger poses
this question and suggests that the question with which we begin

is already a result of and is formulated within a certain context

9For a further discussion of truth as socially defined see
"On the Failure of Positivism", by Peter Mdlugh, in J. Douglas,
Understanding Everyday Life, (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Campany,
1970) .
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and a certain way of conceptualizing things. How we find the things
to be, already depends upon our approach. The question "What is a
thing?" is one way of putting the basic question of approach.

The 'thing' is a certain sort of approach. That is an
approach that renders whatever is studied as same thing in space,
located over there, subsisting separate fram and over-and-against
us, and having certain properties of its own. Heidegger (1967),
for example, discusses the difference between the things of cammon
sense and those same things as rendered by science, to clarify that
the things we encounter are not simply given, as they seem; but
have already involved a certain approach. He considers the exanple:

The English physicist and astronomer

Eddington once said of his table

that every thing of this kind - the

table, the chair, etc. — has a double.

Table number one is the table known

since his childhood; table number

two is the 'scientific table'. This

scientific table, that is, the table

which science defines in its thingness,

consists, according to the atomic physics

of today, not of wood but mostly of empty

space; in this emptiness electrical

charges are distributed here and there,

which are rushing back and forth at

great velocity. Which one now is the

true table, number one or number two?

(1967:13)
To decide this, requires that we know what it means to-be-a-thing;
it requires that we know what a thing is. The ways in which science
and everyday cammon sense present things are not at all the same.

vhat a thing is, depends on sare approach, on some interplay with

us.



39

To sunmarize, the life experience which serwved as an
occasion for recognizing the subjectivity-objectivity distinction
is embedded in the approach of science. This approach (form of
life) then determines what the facts are, and what will count as
facts. Vhether my sister is on the verge of having a heart arrest
is seen as a fact or not will rest on judgements about pulse rate
and blood pressure. That is, if it is possible that more than one
nurse (a member of the applied scientific caommmity) with different
subjective orientations, can conclude that there is evidence of a
heart arrest, then we have a fact. It is essential that there be
the possibility of public agreement, of collectability. The mother's
statement "Her poor little heart can't take it" is considered as
grounded in private subjective wnderstandings. In science what
counts as evidence is publically agreed-upon. It calls for the

possibility of wnified experience.



Chapter II

AUTHORITY: A FUNCTION OF GROUP MEMBERSHIP

Are we so scientifically oriented that we cannot conceive of
alternative ways of establishing ocur statements? Will no other form
of life cammand our attention? Today, it appears that science is the
way of understanding the world, as is evident in the kinds of questions
the various disciplines ask as well as the types of articles published
in 'recognized' journals. Will nothing else qualify as knowing?

The scientific tradition has become the comanding form of
life in our society, and the most authoritative way of regarding the
self, other, and the whole of our reality. Should anyone challenge
science as a way of understanding the world, they are faced with the
question, "but is there any ocother way of knowing?" And depending
upon one's definition of knowledge, which today appears to make refer-
ence to the accumlation of verifiable propositions, one can find
himself struggling for another way of knowing which actually produces
the same results. In other words, the scientific community merely
locates knowledge and science as residing in the same domain, and
only really asks "are there other ways of knowing scientifically?"

How is it possible, to show the 'authority' of an alternative form
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of life, an alternative way of knowing, when our notions of what is
authoritative, of what we can safely rely on, is grownded in the
scientific way of knowing? Are there other 'authoritative' ways of
knowing? Members of the scientific cammmity recognize alternatives
but the recognition is devoid of authoritative status. The status
of knowiedge is exclusive to the realm of science. For example,
faith as a way of knowing, is not recognized as knowledge since
one's definition-of knowledge seems to rest on the possibility of
empirical verification.

So to request an authoritative alternative form of knowledge,
is a request that presupposes that knowledge must be authoritative.
It is already a request for a certain way of knowing, a certain
approach ~ the approach of science. Thus we may address science
by asking, what is 'authority' such that it is a request for the
scientific way of knowing?

As an example which will allow me to generate inquiry into
authority, I'd like to reconsider the particular instance of doctor-
layman interaction, described in Chapter One. The medical profession
rests an a body of systematic scientific knowledge. It is concerned
with the prediction and explanation of events on the basis of natural
laws, and hence is seen as adhering to the scientific way of knowing.

Any doctor-layman encounter contains samething like Friedson
(1972:202) suggests when writing about professicnals:

Clients, unlike colleagues, are
not usually in the same social world

as the professional;...And of course
they have not undergone the same



42

training and socialization as the

professional. Clients, therefore

do not 'speak the same language'

as the professional; the two do not

share; the same phgncmenological

meanings, assumptions, or concepts.
The encounter contains a readily recognizable authority structure.

The statement "Her poor little heart can't take it" sooken
within a medical setting, serves as the occasion for recognizing
speech which is cammanding or authoritative. "Her poor little heart
can't take it" is medically uninteresting and irrelevant. The state-
ment is not worthy of medical attention. Clearly it takes more
than the words being spoken 'seriously' to be taken seriously. One
must speak seriously in the appropriate mode of serious speech. Any
speech which is not couched in the language of science does not can-
mand attention. But let us examine this more deeply. If the mother
had instead said "Her heart can't take it", would she have gotten
the nurse's attention? Prcbably not. As I mentioned in the previous
chapter, "poor" and "little" in the original statement seem to be
but confirming indicators of the subjective nature of her speech.
It is more likely a matter of who is doing the speaking rather than
what is said, or how one says what is said, which invalidates her
speech. It would appear that it is the speaker rather than the nat-
ure of the speech which invalidates the statement.
This points to the idea that a mother as naon—Goctor, does

not have the 'authority' to 'see'. That is, as a rother, she does

not have credentials to substantiate her ability to see the heart
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through the symptams. She does not have the credentials for 'in-
sight'.

It is conceivable that she could have drawn attention say,
to a red mark on the patient's cheek, but only to a thing which is
visible by anyone who has not studied medicine. 1In this case, the
nurse would pay attention to the speaker, so lang as the uncredited
speaker (mother) did not infer fram her adbservation a condition
whose character, the medical cammmity believes requires a training .
to link synptams with conditions.

As I suggested in the first chapter, had the doctor uttered
that very same statement, he would have been seen as making reference
to another language; a language which presupposes the medical cam
munity. The nurse then, as a member of this commmity would actively
respond to the claim by making reference to standards that are com
mmally available.

How is it possible that the very same statement can cammand
attention in one case and not in another? This possibility appears
to have bearing on the speaker rather than the speech. The doctor,
who is viewed as one possessing the training required to link symo-
toms with conditions (i.e., as one with 'in-sight'), is recognized
as the right kind of person to make certain inferences. He is
qualified to see, whereas a mother is not. One could ask, what
would it mean to possess sight? In the claim to 'see' the heart,

it would mean that one possess the credentials which authorize one's

claims.
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How could a mother's claim become interesting within the
medical context? ILet us say that the mother had taken the patient's
(daughter's) pulse rate, blood pressure etc., and reported these in
the appropriate language, i.e., in official speech. Would her re-
port then have been treated as uninteresting? Probably not. Her
report would likely draw attention, but only as a disruption. That
is, her speech would be listened to, but would still probably remain
invalid, since she is not seen as ane capable of sight. Even though
her speech could appear in the scientific mode, she may not be con-
sidered as one qualified to speak in that way. Hence the attention
which she may receive would dismiss the seriousness of the speech.
It would not attend to the contents of what is said, but only to the
disruptive occurrence of one speaking 'out-of-place’.

This becames clearer upon a consideration of a doctor-layman
interaction which occurred in the winter of 1976. A layman within
a medical setting makes the judgement: "She is owver-sedated”, to
which the doctor replies "You're not a doctor". We see that the
layman is perceived as having no right to speak on matters requiring
qualifications. Although the speech draws the doctor's attention,
the content of the speech is discarded. Treatment of the layman's
judgement reflects the belief that one must be in a position to
speak before the content of the speecnh is treated seriously. In
the actual happening, we can see that the judgement does not re-
celve recognition as potentially having validity. The content be-

cames wninteresting, given who it is that is speaking.
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However, should the same exchange had occurred between two
doctors, then the judgement "She is over—-sedated" would have been
seen as criticizing medical procedure. Doctors wish to convey
messages in a detached manner. They are interested in informing
one another as equals. Since both are members of the medical cam
mmnity, both are bound to its rules of relevance. This means that
they are to be detached and uninvolved in their relationships, so
that others can arrive at their conclusions. Although both are
commmally the same, or have equal status as interlocutors in
relation to the caommmity's activities, there is the possibility
of differences of opinion. There is the facade of individuality.
But concretely we have a situation where a member, in a position
to criticize, faces another member, in a position to criticize,
which is to say, that criticism becames possible. Membership
becomes metaphoric for 'being in position'.

Should a member or another doctor have made that very
sare judgement, the original doctor's response ("You're not a
doctor.") would have made no sense. The judgement, "She is over-
sedated”, coming now, fram a doctor, would have been seen as
worthy of serious consideration; as doing criticism. Given that
both have allegiance to the same comrmmity, we can cbserve dis-
agreement in terms of individual action. Since member's con-
ceptions of what 'should be' usually coincide, we can ask why
there is disagreement? The disagreement suggests that an other

ought to be doing samething else, and should know better. The
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appropriateness of action or ‘what one should do' is shared by
camunity rmembers. The statement "She is over-sedated" from a
doctor, intends to criticize a member.

How is it possible that the very same judgement can be
seen as worthy of serious consideration in one case and not in
the other; as criticism in the cne case and not in the other?

This seems to hear on the difference in the speakers rather than
the speech. One is a member and hence qualified to speak whereas
the other is not. What is it, about the doctor-layman exchange
that prevents the layman's judgement from being seen as worthy of
consideration. The layman's judgement is treated as a 'complaint'
rather than as ‘'criticism'.

Criticism, the nature of which will be discussed further in
the next chapter, has to do with judging human creations. The
object of criticism must be seen as interchangeable with an alter-
native. In other words, it must be possible that present condi-
tions could be otherwise. And the relative status of the present
state of affairs is based in human interchangeability. Criticism
originates fram 'reasonable' objections. In contrast, 'camlaining'
originates fram one who camplains, from one who is difficult to
'get along with', from one who is 'unreascnable'. One 'gets along'
in so far as we stay in place and find the same things 'natural’.
The weather, for example is an dbject of carplaint as it is seen
as 'natural'. Its creator as interlocutor is hidden fram view,

and hence we find ocurselves unable to perceive nature as socially
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constructed. Medicine also places the layman in a position of
seeing its creators as hidden from view. Says Berger and Luckman
(1967:88) :

It is not enough to set up an eso-
teric subuniverse of medicine. The
lay public must be convinced that
this is right and beneficial and

the medical fraternity nust be held
to the standards of the subuniverse.
Thus the general population is inti-
midated by images of physical doom
that follows 'going against doctor's
advice'; it is persuaded not to do
SO by the pragmatic benefits of
campliance and by its own horror

of illness and death. To underline
its authority the medical profession
shrouds itself in the age-o0ld symools
of power and mystery, from outlandish
costume to incamprehensible language,
all of which, of course, are legiti-
mated to the public and to itself in
pragmatic terms.

Medical procedure is hidden from view in the sense that its corpus
of support is not given to the layman. Its constructed character is
kept from him. Thus the layman is expected to treat medical procecure
as natural in the same way as he treats the weather. So we ‘get
along' in so far as we take the same things for granted, find the
same things as 'natural', and follow the same unquestioned recipes.
According to Husserl and Schutz, the world we take for granted
characterizes the "world of the natural attitu ".l Husserl's (1931:

106) description is valuable:

lRecall that 'natural attitude' means that samething is to be
treated as naturally given, regardless of whether or not it is.



48

I find ocontinually present and standing

over against me the one spatio-temporal

fact—world to which I belong, as do all

other men found in it. This fact-world

as the word tells us, I find to be out

there, and also take it just as it gives

itself to me as something that exists

out there. All doubting and rejecting

of the data of the natural world leaves

standing the general thesis of the nat~

ural standpoint.
Man's perception and thinking in the natural attitude are turned
towards things which are given to us as unquestionably cbvious. The
world of the "natural attitude" is a public intersubjective world. We
assumne that this 'fact-world' is common, i.e., that it confronts others
as well as ourselves. Hence, the "natural attitude" is preconstituted
and preorganized, whose structure is the result of historical processes.
Interpretation of the commonsense world is based on a stock of previous
experiences of it - our own or those handed down to us by our prede-
cessors. These experiences in the form of "stock of knowledge" serve
as a frame of reference. And the "stock of knowledge" is responsible
for our perception of typicals.

For instance, I know I am a patient and that therefore I

cannot expect to engage in self-diagnosis. This knowledge is shared
by patients as well as doctors. It is sharable because of our
"social stock of knowledge" which allows us to deal with our world
in a typificatory fashion. According to Schutz (1962), our “"stock
of knowledge" serves as a frame of reference or a familiar category

which help us interpret reality. It provides us with our world-view.

It permits the location of individuals in society and the handling
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of them in an 'acceptable' manner. It serves as establishing a
cammon sense.  This comon sense then lays down the 'given' as the
‘cbvicus’'. The taken for granted rules of life are resources we
employ in our mutual construction and negotiation of everyday
practical activities. Schutz suggests that they camprise the
rationalities of comon sense.

The layman's judgement, "She is over-sedated" may be per-
ceived as pointing to one not willing to 'get along'; as one who
does not know better not to speak. Speaking where you should re-
main silent is trouble-making rather than the result of perceived
trouble. Hence one need not treat the content of the speech ser-—
icusly.

Although the judgement, "She is over-sedated" points to
dissatisfaction on the part of the layman, it is dissatisfactian
resembling that of camplaining. It is seen as unnecessary to ask
why one is of such an opinion. The doctor necessarily amits to
ask for the reasons or justifications for the layman's judgement,
as doing so would suggest equality. It would suggest that the
layman is in the position of giving reasons for his judgement,
which would in turn suggest the possibility of the judgement's
reality. By asking 'why', we open ourselves to being convinced

of the reality of the judgement. Refusing2 to ask 'why' means

2Doctors refuse to ask 'why' because to do otherwise
would be to open up a medical discussion to one without cre-
dentials - and therefore to disavow the credentials as that which
grants a person the license to speak medically.
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that this is not a question. It is to say that there is no truth
in the layman's judgement, and therefore attention is not called
for. Since the layman is perceived as a person who has not the
right to speak medically, one need not seriously concern himself
with what he says 'medically'. Dissatisfaction, which is seen as
'canplaining', allows the medical staff to consider the speech

as only making reference to the speaker's attitude, not to the
caontent of the speech. The content of the speech is dismissed
by virtue of being a non-doctor.

How could the statement be treated seriously fram an in-
stitution whose conception of adequate speech, or serious speech,
is a member's speech. Supposing, that the layman had responded
to the doctor's cament "You're not a doctor", with "True, but

I've read the signs of overmedication in the Compedium of Phar-

maceutical and Specialt:ies.3 In other words, the layman suggests

that his speech is based on cammmal evidence. But to count as
evidence one also assumes that the subject is in a position to
interpret the evidence or see the evidence, as evidence. The
layperson is not in a position to quote authorities which require
authoritative interpretation before it can be seen as evidence.

So the appeal to the Compedium of Pharmaceutical and Specialties

is to no avail.

3‘I‘his is not only a hypothetical suggestion, as the res-
ponse actually occurred in the winter of /76, within a conversa-
tion between a doctor and myself.
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Credentials may serve as the establishment of authorization
for the right to speak as well as to see or make the undbservable
cbservable. The connecting of symptoms with conditions becames
valid upon possession of the 'ticket' or 'license'. The license
becares essential to validate speech, as it assures us of an accept-
able way of seeing; not only acceptable but also reliable. The
mother cannot see the condition of the heart through the symptams,
nor the layman detect an overdose, as they do not have the recog-
nized training required to make that sort of observation. Their
statements are therefore invalid by virtue of being seen as 'blind’
or incapable of 'sight'; by virtue of being non-doctors.

Simmel (1950:303) is helpful in pointing to the notian of
creating the right kind of persaon via achievement of a 'ticket':

But instead of the slowness with which
heredity and education, that is cammen-
surate with rank, may succeed in this
training, there also are acute procedures,
so to speak. They serve by means of auth-
oritative or mystical edict, to equip the
personality with the capacity of leading
and ruling irrespective of his previous
quality.... This tension between every-
one's a priori lack of qualification for
a certain superiority and the absolute
qualification which he requires a post-
eriori through the interference of a
higher authority, reaches its peak in
the Catholic cleray.... the personal
quality of the candidate is unimportant
in comparison to the spirit which exists
in mystical dbjectivity and which is
bestowed upon him through consecration
to priesthood.... The principle of God
giving an office and the required com-
etence along with it, is here realized
in the most radical fashion, in both
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of its dimensions. — unfitness prior
to the occupancy, and subsequent fit-
ness created by the 'office' itself.

Also an empirical study done by Feld (1959) on information and
authority in the military organization, indicates that the assertion
of superior knowledge and the assertion of authority are often one
and the same act. Says Feld (1959:17):

The decision as to whose information is
the most accurate amounts to a judgement
of the kind of assignments that are the
most authoritative. Within the military
hierarchy the type of intelligence pos-
sessed by a superior by definition is
cansidered of a higher order than that
available to a subordinate....Since each
superior invariaply has several subor-
dinates he enjoys the sum of their in-
formation which by definition is greater
than any of its parts. By virtue of his
position in the organizational structure,
the superior is the best informed and
therefore the best equipped to give orders.

It seems that obtaining credentials or a ticket serves as an
invitation to establish and maintain differentiation, stratification,
and specialization. It serves as an indicator for the creation of
differences. It rests on the idea that anyone cannot engage in
'doctoring' since special knowledge, i.e., differentiated knowledge,
is required. One must be a doctor. It would appear that credentials
have the status of excluding, differentiating, discriminating, and
separating. Credentials serve to acknowledge the idea that what
one's eyes see, is dependent upon who one is.

The mother-nurse interaction which served as an occasion for
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addressing authority is embedded in the medical world, which is
based on the scientific approach. This approach (form of life)
then determines what is authoritative and what will count as
authoritative. For the statement, "Her poor little heart can't
take it", to command attention, i.e., for it to be seen as author-
itative it will have to depend upon the member's perceptions of
what counts as authority. And as Berger and Luckmann (1966) point
out, by virtue of being a member one creates and maintains the
authority structure. Hence the statement is invalid by virtue of
not belonging, of being different. In medicine, only doctors are
seen as having the ability to see the heart through the symptoms;
and hence are the only ones seen as legitimately 'doctoring'.

The doctor-layman interaction served to show that the closer
a non~doctor gets to using medical language, the more of a disrup-—
tion he becomes. The judgement, "She is over—sedated", coming from
a layman does receive attention, but the speech appears threatening
to those holding credentials. Doctors displav the worth of their
credentials through their ability to speak the language. DBy speaking
the lanqguage of medicine a layman confuses the clearly marked demar-
cations between those who hold credentials and those who do not.
This puts the doctor in the position of having to assert his claim
to truth by his credentials alone. By treating the judgement, "She
is over-sedated", as a comwlaint rather than as criticism, the doctor

avoids becoming engaged in a struggle with nothina for sumport except
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credentials. The doctor's response, "You're not a doctor”, clearly
maintains the exclusivity of his own claim to credibility. 2As a
non-doctor we do not have the right to speak in the medical mode.
We have to exist in a certain way before we are seen as
existing. Membership in the medical cammnity is essential before

speech is heard as authoritative.



Chapter III

CRTTICISM: A FUNCIION OF GROUP MEMBERSHIP

In the last chapter we saw that membership is crucial to
whether or not we are taken seriously. I would now like to further
oconsider this issue of membership by addressing our everyday notions
of criticism.

To criticize is to judge, but in everyday speech there is
the further suggestion that the judgement is negative; that ane is
disfavorably dispositicned toward an other. For example, if a per-
son is described as critical it is generally meant that he is likely
making adverse judgements on people, their actions, or their work.
While we may evaluate a sunset as more avesame than another, (we
can campare sunsets) we cannot say that we criticize sumsets. Al-
though we can criticize the custams of a country, we cannot criti-
cize its weather. We can however, complain about the weather,
which shows a dissatisfaction or displeasure with present conditions.
But criticism has to do with judging people, their actions, or
their work.

It seems that criticism requires the possibility of 'taking
exception' based on human interchangeability. That is, we are not

seen as criticizing sunsets, as there is no chance of suggesting
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an alternative which satifies our notions of excellence. 2n alter-
native is a suggestion made to cne whose activities are interchange-
able with an other's. We aren't able to criticize a sunset, as it
isn't created by one who appears replaceable. Should a person create
a sunset, then criticizing it becames possible. The possibility of
replacing the activity of creating, allows for the possibility of
criticism.

In the doctor-layman relationship, can the layman be seen
as voicing criticism or are his dissatisfactions interpreted as
'conmplaining', i.e., as dissatisfaction, the likes of which cne
expresses regarding the weather? What could the face of criticism
lodk like within a medical setting? In order to address this
question, I refer to the personal experience cited in the previous
chapter. Frustration with the prablem of cammmication in a med-
ical setting serves as the concrete incentive that provcokes the
following collection of ideas around criticism.

Recall, the occasion where a layman within a medical setting
makes the judgement, "She is over—sedated”, to which the doctor re-
plied, "You're not a doctor". It is irrelevant to the doctor to
cansider whether or not what the layman said is true or not, since
it appears that he is perceived as having no right to speak on
matters which require gualifications. Furthermore with the layman
replying, "True, but I've read about the symptoms of over—medication

in the Compedium of Pharmaceutical and Specialties", we've seen
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that his ability to understand what he has read without special
training, is questioned. This suggests that it is necessary to
possess knowledge of what one is criticizing, in order to be seen
as criticizing, and not complaining. The persan who can claim
that samreone is over-sedated must have more than good eyesight
and an ability to descriminate red pills fram green pills; he
must also know about the effects of drugs. Pre-knowledge is
required and it is this pre-knowledge that makes a difference

to what ane locks for, and hence perceives. Uhat qualifies same-
one to judge the look of one over—sedated, is a range of knowledge
and experience that many people have not had. 'Seeing' requires
more than good eyesight.

Not aonly knowledge is required but one must also be in the
position of criticizing, and fram the doctor's remark this means
that only doctors can criticize doctors. The layman's right to
criticize is blocked by the doctor's suggestion that only if one
is a member can one criticize. As an ‘outsider' or 'non-nember'
to the medical world, cane has no right to criticize, no right to
judge. To judge is to rule, which suggests an authoritative
status. It is to take a stand, (i.e., position that rules), cne
which affirms itself as authorized speech. To rule is to command
assent. And hence, it intends to silence any voice external to
the cammunity. By passing judgement one eliminates the grounds

for wncertainty. One knows.
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Doctors seem to assume the position of ‘knower' in the medical
context. They announce the ‘'truth' in such a manner that no room
is left for questioning, in that they define the ‘way things are'.
The patient is deperscnalized. He is interesting not as an inter-
locutor, but as a representative of a certain general pattem of
medical dbjects. He is given information and is instructed about
what he should think or see, but is not allowed to develop as a
judge in his own right. This manner of relating prchibits mutual
exchange, as the doctor claims to have answers, i.e., to have cer-
tainty.

Should the opportunity for discussion have been provided,
it would imply that value is attached to gaining agreement fram
one's interlocutor by means of reasmned persuasion, and that one
is not regarding his interlocutor as an cbject but suggesting that
he is a reasonable actor (i.e., subject). And to agree to discuss
medicine with the patient would mean a readiness to see things

differently; to see beyond the 'dbvious'.

iI

that would it mean to give a reason for your judgement?
It would suggest that perhaps vou are reascnable. thenever you
give reasons for critical judgements you rely on standards. And
the relevance of a reason correlates with a rule or standard. That

is, you share a concern for what is 'true'. And if we see what
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you point to then we verify its presence by perception; we accept
the same standards as authoritative, as ruling. If I see what you
are saying, then you have induced a sameness of vision.

Did I say that giving reasons opens oneself to being persuaded?
But how is it that reasons persuade? McHugh (1974) suggests that the
preoccupation with reason is licensed by a conception of 'judging' as
having to be backed by reasons. It is the idea of the necessity of
a reason which gives 'judging' a distinctive feature.

Within this conception of judging, to express oneself via a
judgement is to make reference to the authoritativeness of a commn-
ity, of some authoritative standard. With the possibility of defend-
ing (by giving reasons) one's judgement, there must be something that
requires a defense. An attack would call for a defense. A judge-
ment to be defensible rests on authoritative notions of what is
intelligible. Within the scientific and medical world, commmally
accepted understandings provide the rationale for any judgement's
intelligibhility, and hence provide the possibility of a defense. A
reason then, seen as a defense, appeals to mambers' shared assumptions
as to what counts as a reason in the first place. Giving reasons,
serves to reinstate agreement; it serves to silence disagreement by

appealing to a shared authority.l

lBut does criticism in which two interlocutors assume
similiar foundations actually criticize? Heidegoer suggests that
a critique of science cannot proceed simply through a locical analysis
of scientific language, since such an analysis assumes the foundations
of science (logic and mathematics) as its basis, and therefore criti-
cizes science only to itself.
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Criticism looks like a police force whose task it is to keep
order by judging members' activities. The critic can be seen as
protecting the identity of his commnity by holding members'
activities to a set of standards or criteria. He can be seen as
affirming the camunity by displaying the recognizable rule-governed
character of their business, and sustains the commmity by judging
whether other members measure up to the standards of the cammmity.

To be critical accarding to this conception is to be on the
lock-out for a member's failure to follow cammmal rules. It is to
be concerned with dis-menbering. It locks like a guardian with a
certain task. First it utilizes criteria upon which validity can
be determined, with an intention of evaluating others. That is,
the criteria became standards which allow one to measure Other
against it, from which one can then judge good and evil, relevance
and irrelevance, strengths and weaknesses. However, the authority
of the criteria are not to be questioned, if one wishes to pass
judgement. It is only because of one's unquestioned assumptions,
that you can proceed to rule. To criticize (judge) you must re-

main uncritical of shared assumptions.

I1I
Criticism requires a certain conception of 'member' and
'responsibility'. It rests upon a particular conception of know-

ledge and this conception formulates relevant speech as speech
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which requires a certain relationship to the speaker.

'Members' of a cammmity assume other 'members' to know the
rules of membership; to know what he or she is doing. Both members
as menbers are oriented to the rules of menbership. One is a menber
and therefore knows what he is doing given his positioned relation
to cammmal rules. This is not to suggest that all members must agree
in their conclusions but only that they share an authoritative notion
of what is relevant to lock at, how it is to be locked at, and what it
means to lock. One could ask, "Why is there then disagreement, given
an essential sameness?" If we assume the similarity of authors
(de-authored dbservers of nature) how is it that our products often
differ? This prcblem allows for the possibility of recognizing the
nature of criticism. Uhat we hear is, "I do not see what you see,
and I should be able to,since we share camnon nembership”. One may
not necessarily agree in individual conclusions but one should be so
positicned as to agree to disagree. That is, since both have a
similiar methodical frame of reference, a shared standard by which
one can judge, is possible. It is then conceivable that a member
remind another member of his social responsibility; of his allegi-
ance to the cammmity. Although members are assumed to know what
they are doing, man deviates fram the rules and hence needs to be
reminded of the standards.

The charge of "I don't see it, and I should" is, in tum
organized around a particular conception of speech, nature, and

camunity. Speech is a 'thing'. It should be impersaonal and
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de-authored in order to show the anonymity of its source. Nature
is its source; it is the author of speech, and is therefore respon-—
sible for it. Accurate speech accords with the cawmmity rule of
anonymity. By cdbeying the rule of anonymity, we construct unified
experience. That is, we de-author speech. The conception of man,
is that of a messenger who will solely transmit speech. The author
of speech then becomes nature. Speech is seen as naturally occur-
ing fram nature, given that we are but nature's mouthpiece.

The rules Durkheim outlines, reflects the necessity of
anonymity. A fundamental assumption of science is that there is
an cbjective reality which can be studied.2 Phenomena are real
things, hence Durkheim suggests, "treat social facts as things".
Things are independent and external to us. Nature therefore, as
an external entity, takes on the authority to be oriented to. One
must be outer-oriented rather than inner-oriented, which requires
we abandon our impressions for nature's inpressions.

An adequate speaker, is a speaker who persanifies nature

itself by speaking in a natural way. In other words, speech should

2Although scientists may be aware of Kuhn's suggestion
that our conceptual framework is responsible for our perception,
they proceed to treat the assumption of an dbjective reality as
secure. For example, we are told in research method courses,
that our study will have greater validity when more than one
'perspective’ has been employed and has resulted in tine same
conclusions. Here, the notion of 'perspective' implies a view of
different parts or from different angles; and hence is quanti-
tative. Also the whole idea of 'testing', rests on the belief
in the correspondence of a tangible concrete realitv capable of
being observed, measured and evaluated.
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be external and independent of a particular speaker; it should be
anonymous. Nature is assumed to be oriented to in the same way by
all; hence, the idea of "I don't see it, and I should be able to"
becames intelligible. If nature authors speech, then speakers
should agree. With the possibility of discriminating adequate fram
inadequate speech, criticism becames possible. Adequate and re-
levant speech is interchangeable speech. It can be oriented to,

in standard ways. It stands to the speaker as an dbject. Relevant
speech is therefore speech which corresponds to things in the world.
And an account becames relevant if it shows that it is in accord with
a camunity-rule by generating consensus about the nature of things
addressed. In other words, the standards of the cammmnity are
taken as a secure starting point of inquiry. The standards then
are the final arbitor of the goodness (validity, accuracy) of any
account. They are the criteria which provide for the possibility
of criticism; that is, a ocertain conception of criticism, cne

which reinforces caummality.

Supposing one were to disagree with the results of a
colleague; this disagreement (refutation) like agreement (canfirm-
ation) serves to reinforce commmality since the authority of both
derives from shared commmal methods for generating consensus.
Although tnere is the appearance of difference in disagreement,
it is a difference which preserves cammmity. bBeing a member,

whether you agree or disagree you partake of the same 'mind'. Can

you be seen as criticizing if you partake of the same 'mind' as
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with those you are criticizing? I suppose, within a certain world.
A world in which there is good and evil and the idea that one must
not sin against the cammandments. The commandments are the stand-
ards or rules of goodness. And so long as you are a faithful member

of a caimumity, you have a social responsibility to be bound by them.

v

Does one necessarily have to claim not to see what another
is saying, to be seen as criticizing? One could conceivably claim
to see further than the other. As members, the assumwtion of knowing
what you are doing and not seeing further is to charge ane with
neglect. If by general consent (a voice of a faithful member) one
should see further, then the other has failed in his claim to know-
ledge. One is in a position to 'know' only by general consent.

Possessing membership also allows the standards to which
ane member makes reference in the course of his evaluation, to be
applied to his own criticism. That is, he must practice what he
preaches if his words are to have any credence. This suggests,
that we do not have the right to criticize a fault in an other
if our criticism has the sare fault. But the possibility of fault-
finding rests on the security of commandments, on camrmmal rules.

Fault-finding, or judging an other, asserts a right to
evaluate the other. It is easv to becar concemed vith fault-

finding, and forget to ask why an other speaks as he does. "...we
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are only too ready to take and judge what we read by those ideas
which we ourselves have brought along wunnoticed" (Heidegger, 1968:76).
It is an easy course, to accept or reject what is handed out. It is
always easiest to stand over as a judge. It not only saves the effort
of trying to understand what one judges but it also places responsi-
bility on someone else - usually a commmity. It is easy to hold

a claim to an authoritative standard without questioning the right to
speak with authority.

To stand-over and apart, is to be concerned with judging an
other, rather than with asking why the other is of a particular
opinion. It is to be concerned with laying authority for oneself.
You do not make room for the other. There is no desire to make
contact with the other, no readiness to view the situation as other—
wise. What seems implicit is that you become closed to the other.

By not attending to the other, or by not attending to dif-
ference, restriction is placed on creativity. Creativity is highly
valued in science, when the 'creation' is seen as a 'discovery'.
Scientists will admit that it takes an individual who is not solely
concerned with following commmity rules (a person not restricted
only to one paradigm) to make major contributicns. For example,
consider the 'discovery' of the D.N.A. molecular structure as an
instance of men open to difference.

Watson was a man driven by the desire to know what the

gene was. Given his uncertainty, there was no limitations to what
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could be relevant for an understanding of genetic structure.
Although he had no training in crystallography, he did not rule

out its potential significance for his concern with genetics. He
says: "The fact that I was unable to interpret it (X-ray photograph]
did not bother me" (Watson, 1968:30). He had no intentions of
becaming a "stifled academic who had never risked a thought".

His concern was not in doing genetics, nor did he feel that
evidence could be found solely within the particular realm of biology.
He decided to learn crystallography. Furthermore, he had always de-
tested chemistry, but at one point in his work we hear:

{there is] a prdblem of what neutralized

the negative charges of the phosphate

groups, of the D.N.A. backbone. Frances

[Cridk] as well as I knew almost nothing

about how inorganic ions were arranged

in three-dimensions. Thus if the crux

of the problem was to deduce an unusually

clever arrangement in inorganic ions and

phosphate groups, we were clearly at a

disadvantage. (1968:56)
In other words he recognizes that the crux of the prdblem could lie
in chemistry, that which he had always feared to tackle. He then

pursued a rapid reading of The Nature of the Chemical Bond without

thinking that one must be a chemist before a correct interpretation
of a chemistry text is possible.

His concern for genetic structure, tock him beyond the
boundaries of his own specialty. Had he been concerned with staving
within the limits of his discipline, and with following its rules,

then his fate would resemble that of Rosalind Franklin, an expert
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crystallographer. Rosalind Franklin was also interested in D.N.A.
structure, but her concern was guided by a concerm for following
rules of appropriate procedure. She felt that only by staying
within the limits of crystallography would she arrive at a solution
to the prdblem. And she was very frustrated with Watson and Crick's
unsystematic behavior. On more than one occasion, did she 'put them
in their place', by suggesting that they had no right in judging her
'evidence' as they were not trained crystallographers. Rosy main-
tained that the "sugar phosphate badibone was on the outside of

the molecule" which was in total disagreerent with Watson and Crick.
But as Watson says, "her past uncamwpromising statements on this
matter thus reflected first-rate science" (1968:136). She was con-
cemed with following the rules of membership, which gave her fool-
proof results, i.e., results she knew she could count cn. But Rosy
was not open to difference; she would dismiss those who were non-
menmbers, or not 'like her'.

I think openness is possible through tolerance. Tolerance
suggests openness between persons and a readiness for relationships.
What is there to be tolerant of, other than differences? What calls
for tolerance? Does tolerance amount to allowing another to be so
positianed as to agree with you; allowing another to be like you?
Then what is there to be tolerant of? One is not tolerant of
differences simply to reach unity or a state in which tolerance
is no longer needed. Rather, it is more like dwelling in a relation-

ship with persons; one which is open to encounters. And one who is
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open, is attentive to the otherness of the other.

To be attentive, suggests that you are receptive in relation
to an other. And it is through being receptive that one directs
oneself towards possibilities. This involves uncertainties, since
what is merely possible is not assured; it is not positive. Could
we say that those who are assertive and claim certainties ar those
who are concemed with controlling the future (scientists) are
unreceptive in their approach. Receptivity, it seems, is a way of
leaving the future alone without being unconcerned with it - an
openness to what's ahead, an openness to the idea that things could
be other than what is 'cbvious'.

To live with uncertainties, would suggest an altemative
conception of commmity. When I am uncertain, I make room for the
otherness of the other. I acknowledge that samecne else may have
understanding that I lack and hence am attentive to him. When I
an wncertain other persons have to be encountered, as answers may
lie anywhere with anyone. WNothing is automatically irrelevant
when we are uncertain. Only with certainty, do we see the relevances
and irrelevances of things.

On the other hand, if I am sure, I force the other into a
position which precludes communication.3 If the other disagrees
with me, if he does not merge with me by possessing the same assump-

tions I possess, then he is treated as 'unreasonable' or as an

3Ccmmunication as I intend to use it, involves a wnion which
preserves difference and results fram a sharing of uncertainty, or
a readiness to entertain the differentness of the other.
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inanimate object that is known. There is no occasion for commmi-
cation, as we do not treat the difference as an opportunity for
union. But rather that which is different or apart from us, is
treated as extermal, and knowable via dbservation. But to grant
that others may have insights different fram mine (difference), is
to make room for the differentness of others.

To live a life of uncertainty would be to live with insecur—
ity. One is not secure in anything. How could you therefore rule
or judge? It's like being an unstable chemical soluticn. 2s droos
of another solution (experiences, encounters) hit the surface of this
solution it sets off a reaction of sufficient strength as to
chemically alter the nature of the solution. Tolerance reflects
a willingness for the other to be unsettling; which is essential
to the idea of uncertainty and making roam for the other. It express-—
es a willingness for others to be incamprehensible and unstable, and
a willingness to live with doubt, since you recognize that the truths
on which you rely most heavily may not be truths at all, and can
at any time be replaced by other formulations. To question our
fundarental truths (assumptions) is unsettling. The idea that we
have a definable place in a camwrehensible world is tied to these
basic assumptions which in turn is tied with our sense of knowing
where we are and what we are about. Such assurance is lost when
assurptions are questioned. And such assurance and security is
necessary, for the doctor to function in the medical world.

Ouestions which place medical procedures in question (out-
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sider's questions) 4 would necessarily disrupt medical practice
itself. If medical practice is concerned with the treatment of
disease, it is concerned with prescribed courses of action. 2and
action requires that at some point we cease asking ourselves why
we're acting. Treatment as action, is then a decision to stop
questioning fundamental assumptions, to stop questioning aone's
procedures.

If doctors found themselves continually questioning their
procedures, then they would be involved in the activity of ques-
tioning at the expense of doctoring. Doctors undoubtedly ask
themselves questions as to what is the best course of treatment for
individual patients; but those questions always gear toward the
terminatiaon of questioning. They call for a solution for the
purpose of acting. The question is concerned with what is to be
done for a sick person. The doctor is concerned with making the
sick well, and this concern finds itself bound by the restrictions
of time. Practitioners are interested in perceived ‘results’'
within the immediate present or very near future. 2ny reflective
activity which maintains no concern for time is not feasible

within the medical domain.

4A doctor would not ask a layman why he is of a certain
opinion, as the layman is an 'outsider', and hence is seen as one
who could never make the incamwrehensible, camrehensible. Further-
more as an 'outsider' he may serve to remind tne doctor of the
decisiveness of his practice.



Chapter IV

RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS:

A CALL FOR UNIFIED EXPERIENCE

So far, it has been suggested that 'seeing' within a medical
setting, is a feature of a doctor's gaze, supported and justified
by an institution. And in medicine, expression or speech can be
wmnderstood only by those initiated into 'true' speech. Therefore,
what is visible is exclusive to certain 'chosen ones'; to those
holding membership in the medical cammmity. What can be expressed
is visible. The correlation between the visible and the expressible
reveals the use of scientific discourse.

Medicine sees man as an object of positive knowledge. Medical
knowledge involves an examination of ‘data' in order to provide an
explanation of disease. It involves a devotion to the 'facts' and
an insistence on the wmification of the structure of experience. Says
Aristotle (1952:596b-C):

Medicine, for instance, does not theorize
about what will help to cure Socrates or
Callias, but only about what will help
to cure any or all of a given class of
patients: this alone is its business:
individual cases are so infinitely var—

ious that no systematic knowledge of
them is possible.
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The medical world has faith in science as the sole method
of obtaining knowledge. Thus any question that is not answerable
by the empirical methods of science is not verifiable and hence is
not really answerable at all. Significant prablems get their
meaning from operations of scientific dbservations, experiment, and
measurerent, by which they can be solved. The solutions, arrived at
by the method of science are seen as better than guesswork or opin-
ion. The answer is supported by 'fact' and are subject to further
verification. Medicine accepts the view that one can claim to know
only vhat can be demonstrated or verified by empirical xcesearcx‘l.l

Research activity is the expression of our scientific tradi-
tion. We inherit this tradition automatically when working by the
rules of research. As I suggested in the previous chapter, when
we accept the rules we accept a certain world. The world of science
is a world under 'law'. The idea of outside-the-law is disturbing
for science. Any experience beyond the rule-of-law, cannot be dealt
with. To stand outside the law is to stand devoid of cammmity
support. It is to stand alone, and risk distance with 'reality’,

as 'reality' is a matter of consensual validation, a matter of

lI am not suggesting that medicine should be conducted other—

wise. That there could be a '‘better' way of doing medicine, is not
the issue. I simply want to provide for how we might understand the
nature of medicine. DMedicine is concerned with the explanation of
phenarena (disease), and the conception of phenamena derives from
Aristotle. He says in his Physica (184a): "vhen the objects of an
inquiry, in any department, have principles, conditions, or elements,
it is through acquaintance with these that knowledge, that is to say
scientific knowledge, is attained.”
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collectibility. If depersonalization becames the basis of comrumity
or collectibility, then a person holding to individual experience,
risks becaming irrelevant.

As graduate students learning to became sociologists, we
learn that same projects are more relevant than others. We learn to
canfine and focus our insights within the conceptual framework and
relevances which are given in the discipline. We leam a way of
experiencing the world which is recognizable to its practiticners
or what we came to know as the 'sociological perspective'.2 We learn
to treat the world as instances of a sociological body of knowledge.
When we write a paper we know that the first thing to do is to attach
ourselves to the discipline at same point. Often we demonstrate this
in our claims to see problems or omissions within an existing theo—
retical framework. But the boundaries or limits of inquiry are set
by the discipline.

My concern in this chapter is to explicate these limits in
order to uncover the basis of the social scientist's knowledge and
its accamwpanying form of life. Any inquiry into the research activity
pramises an awareness of the presuppositions of science. That is,

a consideration of research requirements may reveal the scientific

form of life. The value of this is nowhere better felt than for

2Peter Berger tells us that the 'sociological perspective’
can be understood in terms of such phrases as 'seeing through',
'looking behind', very much as such phrases would be employed in
camon speech - 'seeing through his game', 'locking behind the scene'.
"We will not be far off if we see sociological thought as part of
what Neitzche called the art of mistrust." (1963:30)
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those questioning how they wish to live. The graduate student,
choosing to become a social scientist, is really choosing a way of
life that is scientific. As was mentioned in Chapter One the demands
made in the scientific enterprise are demands which call for deper-
sonalized, unified experience.

A major requirement of the researcher is that he review the
literature existing around his specified topic. What does this mean?
What is required is having read certain bocks on topic. It isn't
the book that matters, nor even the reading, but one has to have
read it. It is the ‘having read' that counts (Verhoeven, 1972).

This seems to suggest that a topic must belang to the past before
it can have significance for the commmity. This means that what
is topical is what is rooted in the past and not just created today.
The obligation to have read something means that we are able to
join in the commnal conversation about what is past. To have

read a bock is proof that we have joined in; it secures our parti-
cipation as a member of the caommumity.

A review of the literature preserves conceptions and means
of description which represent the world as it is for social scientists.
It preserves the relevance of problems for community members, and
hence provides an opportunity for exercising rmembership. A literature
review sets the limits of one's world. It preserves camrmmity
conceptions by establishing answers to the question of what is
significant.

Doing research which requires a review of the literature,
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perhaps suggests the recognition that where we stand today is a function
of where we stood vesterday; of our past. But this recognition may

be a moment in the larger activity of formulating a method such that
anyone who uses it can arrive at knowledge. Descartes (1952:61b-c),
convinced that the process of knowing could be routinized, says in

his Discourse on Method:

But having the intention of devotina

all my life to the investigation of a
knowledge which is so essential, and
having discovered a path which appears

to me to be of such a nature that we must
by its means infallibly reach our end if
we pursue it, unless, indeed, we are pre-
vented by the shortness of life or by lack
of experience, I judge that there was no
better provision against these two irpedi-
ments than faithfully to cammunicate to
the public the little which I should myself
have discovered and to beg all well-in-
clined persons to proceed further by
contributing, each one according to his
own inclination and ability, to the ex-
periments which must be made, and then to
cammunicate to the public all things which
they might discover, in order that the last
should commence where the preceeding had
left off; and thus, by joining together the
lives and labours of many, we should col-
lectively proceed much further than any
one in particular could succeed in doing.

The suggestion that knowledge can arow and accumilate presumes that
method alone quarantees knowledge. Knowledge is not a matter of
revelation or inspiration but derives from the careful application
of method.

The stipulation of a review of the literature provides a

reference point fram which knowledge is seen as advancing. Our work
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can be seen as a progressive movement beyond the existing literature
review, or beyond the past. Yet, in any study, we are also required
to define our terms, an activity which is anti-historical. In de-
fining our terms we are not usually interested in discovering the
movement of history but in ‘starting-off' on the same level. That

is, we assume that understanding one another requires our being on
the same footing. In order for our colleagues to understand what

we are saying we must provide them with a box which is big enough

for both of us. Starting-off on the same level is possible by agree-
ing to identify phenarena in the same manner. By operationalizing
our terms we organize the phenomenon solely in terms of our operations
for measuring it. By defining our terms, we are not interested in
revitalizing the past, but our concern is with how we are to be under-
stood from this point on. If we want to understand, we must hold to
the author's definitions, not allowing them to become replaced by

our own. We must not allow them to pass away. In a review of the
literature we acknowledge a past, but in our attempts at defining

our terms we behave as if the past disunity didn't immobilize the
present.

A review of the literature would suggest a topic's nistorical
life and the present's involvement in its historical movement. But
the literature review actually stops the movement so as to establish
a progression from the past. What does it mean to acknowledge the

past? Does it amount to a report of 'significant others' without



77

showing their significance? To be aware of our inheritance, is it
simply to realize ancestral existence or does it also involve an
awareness of our relationship to ocur ancesters?

To be related is to be in touch with others. Our work, as
offspring, should show the comnection to its origins. It should show
its relatedness to the past. We could suggest that our topic serves
as the connection between ourselves and our predecessors, as the
activity of reviewing the literature suggests. But if we accept the
idea that, because others have dealt with the same topic, it is a
reason for our collecting them, then the topic becomes independent
of the process of formulation. The topic becomes an external entity
cammanding acknowledgement of its own significant others. But how
are topics related to their significant others? Simply by virtue of
others having looked at the same topic? But in that case, one would
be required to cite as relevant all those having dealt with the topic
in the past.

We see in most reviews of the literature that the researcher
selectively chooses to cite certain authors witihin the topical area.
He 1is selective according to those studies he finds trustworthy, and
demanstrative of a certain treatment. There is some rule of select-
ion operating, to tell the researcher which authors to cite and walch
to exclude. 'Me rule is seen in the researcher's selection of thosz
seen as trustworthy. If his gaze into the past holds a concern for

adherence to scientific method then this rewveals his connaction to
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those he cites. From a past certain authors will be relevant or
irrelevant, and the particular selection expresses a particular com—
mmity. The individual will preserve community upon every occasion
of citing the 'relevant' literature; citing the 'appropriate' ancestry.
Should you cite 'irrelevant' sources then you becare susceptible to
rejection from the commmity wno holds the source as valuable or
relevant. An individual will preserve community in so far as he
fears (Neitzsche, 1954).

What does having trust mean? Usually we associate reliability
with trust. To know that someone can be trusted is to know that he
is reliable, and can be counted on. Doubt is suspended. We feel
secure that what we find trustworthy, will prove to be what we now
anticipate of it. Trust builds on the expectation that the other
on which we depend, will remain steadfast and reliable in his relation
to us. Is there ever a question of our ancestors not having meant
what they said, or having said what they meant? No, we trust that
they present themselves as members of a commmity, a community to
which we also belong. DBecause we share a similiar orientation to
knowledge, insecurity is alleviated. Is there a need to mistrust
someone who is like us? No, we are likelv to mistrust strancers,
which suggests that the unknown is peril. In trust we are able to
act without fear of the outcome, since the object of our trust is
taken as reliable and as presenting itself truly. If we trust, we

are assured or secure in how the world appears. Oar esperience of



79

being able to rely (trust) is central to an cbject relationship and
central to existence, since existence dcoes not allow us to put every-
thing to the test.

To infer that sameane is trustworthy, is to have confidence in
things as they appear. If appearance is controlled (operationalism)
then we feel assured and secure. Likewise when we identify ourself
with certain others we are likely to trust those that are 'camparable'.
That is, those who are like us - "If I'm O.K. and I'm like you then
you must be 0.K. too; you're trustworthy." - But what does this say
about our relationship to our ancestars? Is this what acknowledging
our past means? A review of the literature then, displays our trust
in what we cite. Our activity of trusting serves to operationalize
the literature review, via a selection of authors with a similar
orientation to knowledge.3 It serves to display cammmity, by bring-
ing the past under control, and hence we express ourselves as 'man
the controller'. After-all the world is created in the image of he
who defines.

In a review of the literature we acknowledge our predecessors

and this serves to provide a social context which renders our

3Consider the following as exemplary of studies which are de-

signed to overcame their predecessors' shortcomings: B. Baumann,
“Diversities in Concepticn of Health and Physical Fitness", Journal

of Health and Human Behavior, 2-4, (1961-63): ii. Davies and Roertan
Erchhorn, "Compliance with !idical Regimens:A Panel Study", Journal
of Health and Human Behavior, 2-4, (1961-63); . Rogers, "Instrurental

and Infra-Resources:lhe Bases of Power", American Journal of Sociology,
79, (1973-74).
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hypotheses intelligible. It provides the cammon sense for the study
at hand. Further, it allows us to forget ourselves, by reminding

us that our opinions (hypotheses) are related to knowledge (existing
literature) and not merely to the knower (ourselves). It reminds

us that our problematic must be commmally problematic. 2And should
we be particular to what we say, the charage of subjectivity is forth-
coming.

The context shows community and thereby serves to eliminate
the individual's authority over standards and boundaries of inquiry.
The call for a review of the literature solidifies the separation
of knower and known. It reflects the belief that should the knower
be exclusively essential to what is known, then the knowledge produced
is contaminated. It forgets that the 'I' is necessarily implied in
the constitution of 'facts'.

A review of the literature constitutes the object known prior
to the knower's entry into the relation. His relation to it, the act
in which he knows it, has already a determinate structure. He first
appears as an investigator, independent fram what he investigates.
Because of this, the body of literature becares stable and external.
As social scientists, we are required to review the literature, but
the view nust remain the same upon each occasion of its reading
(nified experience). A body of literature is seen as ‘existing'
and its existence is grounded in efforts to appropriately cite its

'body' on various occasions of use. Those reading the literature
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are held to be reading the same text (Smith, 1974). Readers are
seen as interchangeable, which constitutes knowledge as the same
before anyone. The body of literature should contain the same
'facts' for any one reviewing it.

According to Smith (1974), fact is a "practice of knowing,
which constructs an dbject as symbolic artifact". A known is viewed
as external to the knowers. It therefore provides a fixed coordinate
for anyone. It is the same for 'anyone'.

This ‘'sameness' is a product of a social
organization in which the knower may treat
her knowledge as what is or could be known
by anyone else....It [factual organization)
sets up relations of equivalence, therefore
among knowers such that they are formally
interchangeable (Smith, 1974, 259).

Through the 'fact' we are related to others and they are related to
us, but this is not apparent. Because we constitute the known similar—
ily it doesn't matter who we are, or where we stand. The separation
of the knower and the known is created in the ‘'fact'.

But the 'fact' is socially organized. In Smith's words (1974:
258) :

The fact is not that actuality as it
has been worked up so that it intends
its own description. That actuality
has been assigned descriptive cate-
gories and a conceptual structure...
These categorical and conceptual pro-
cedures which name, analyse and as-
semble what actually happens becae
(as it were) inserted into the actu-
ality as an interpretive schema;to
organize the actuality does not ap-
pear as imposing an organization wpon
it but rather as a discovery of how
it is.
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The 'facts' appear to speak for themselves, to the extent that what
conts as 'fact' is shared. 'Facts' became problematic when indivi-

duals have different orientations to the facts.

1T

Methodological questions arising about studies previously
done, are prevalent in many reviews of the literature. This suggests
that it is important to concern ourselves with how our predecessors
studied a praoblem, if we are interested in determining the validity
of their findings. That is, before we grant any finding a factual
status, we shall consider the study's methodology. This concermn,
however, takes for granted the organization which has already been
dictated by our membership in the social science commmity. In other
words, as members we already share a similiar orientation to knowledge,
one which is based on the routinization of the process of knowing.
"The method for deciding the presence of rule must itself be an
instance of rule" (Blum, 1974). The concern in terms of methods,
involves our participation in an authority structure; the authority
structure of sociology. It involves our having received the inter-
pretive procedures that tell us what we see is 'factual'.

This should becare clearer upon a consideration of specific
instances of methodological disagreements, say in the ‘estadblished’
literature on professions. Many, for example, have asked themselves

what characterizes a profession, and the 'sociological view' directs
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the researcher into a certain realm. That is, as a sociologist,
one's formulation of the problem will be dictated by the discipline,
and not by individual experience. So samehow the body of literature
exists by virtue of a commitment to the sociological commmity. It
becames another occasion of unified experience rather than individual
experience. This becames clearer upon a cansideration of how menbers
treat difference.

Members recognize different approaches to a topic, but under-
lying the differences is an essential sameness. Difference is treated
so as to end up with a wnification of experience; so as to end wp with
sameness. Consider, for example, authors interested in conceptualizing
professians. Wilensky (1964) utilizes a camparison approach to deter-
mine the essential features of a profession. That is, he comares re-
cognized professions to determine whether there is a cammon progression
of events, a common path that they have all followed from which he
could then determine the characteristics of a profession. William
Goode (1972) disagrees with Wilensky's approach for the central reason
that Goode observes occupations which have tried most of the steps
suggested by Wilensky but without final recognition as a professim.
Tne reason for disagreement would not, however, serve as an instance
of essential difference between Wilensky and Goode. Empirical doser-
vations of instances which contradict the stated case, are seen as
basic to the general growth of scientific knowledge. This is the

essential sameness underlyving members' talk of difference. Goode,
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considers librarianship as an instance of non-professiocnals, claiming
the status of professionals. He locks to non-professicns in hopes
of determining the essential features of a professian. This results
in the suggestion that attitudinal attributes are important to the
overall conceptual scheme of professions. Disagreement among writers
is treated as necessary to the overall conceptual scheme, so long as
each contributes to the wnification of experience. It is then, a
difference which serves an additive function. The conceptualizing
of a profession, ties the writers together, in the extensive body of
literature dealing with the characteristics of a profession. The
conceptual scheme is rooted in the sociological discipline, and there-
fore a collection of authors serves as expressing commmity.

Goode's difference is seen as a contribution to those holding
the belief that man's conceptions are important in how he behaves in
situations. It is seen as a contribution to those in the 'interpretive
paradigm’.2 But would it be seen as such to those strictly adnering
to the Durkheim position? Praobably not. What is seen as contributing
is grounded in a particular context, and expressed in the decision
to cite certain others. Goode's study would likely be viewed as ir—
relevant to Durkheimians, and hence omitted from their literature
review. Then one way of treating difference is by sirply amitting it.

In this case to treat difference as difference would mean coening up

Zihomas Wilson (1970) tells us that the interpretive paradigm
conceptualizes interaction as an interpretive process. This suogests
that we act on the basis of our perceptions of wihat the others are up to.
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an alternative realm of inquiry, one which results in our becoming
irrelevant. For instance, should a researcher happen to stumble
across a study which suggests an alternative inquiry into a phencomeno,
then the question as to whether it 'really' offers an altemative,
becomes apparent. The study is more likely to be omitted as it would
prove irrelevant, given our commitment to a particular commmity.
This means that the authority of alternative comumities is silenced.
For example, a study daone by Blum and Rosenberg (1969) which deals
with explicating the essential features of a professional, consistently
fails to be mentioned in reviews of the literature. Why is this?
Could it be that to utilize their conceptual scheme may involve a
disruption of the already agreed-upon social structure? Tne authors
locate differences between members of society and psychiatrists, in
the types of knowledge which is used to formulate conceptions of
interaction, rather than in the respective statuses or identities.
"I‘he everyday perscon uses camonsense knowledge which is formulated

in terms of the practical, personal relevances of people and is
based upon intersubjective validation. In contrast, professimals
are seen as suspending lay knowledge and the cawmonsense presupposi-
tions which are usually employed by members of society, as well as
treating social interaction and all of its problems as matters of
theoretic rather than practical interest. Blum and Rosenberg sug-
gest that, "professionals discard their commonsense knowledae of

same special sphere of activity and replace such knowledge with



86

a theoretic interest in the prablem”. They can be heard as suggest-
ing that the essential feature of a professicnal is the nature of
their experiences, rather than their location in the usual statuses

or identities. This conceptualizatian poses prcblems for an accepted
notion of hierarchal structure, as cne's position would no loger
guarantee professional status. The essential feature of a professional
no longer rests in occupying a certain position, but in an individual's
interpretation of what is seen. Unlike the non-professicnal, the pro-
fessional's interpretations are theoretical in nature, rather than
pragmatic.

‘This way of distinguishing professional fram non-professicnal,
may involve finding irrelevant authors 'relevant'. That is,we may now
find M. Foucault's (1973) distinction between 'officiers of health'
and 'clinicians', interesting. He says (1973:81):

On what was the distinction based among
those practising the art of healing? The
most important part of the training of an
officier of health was his years of prac-
tice, the doctor on the other hand compli-
cated his theoretical training with clini-
cal experience. The practice required of
the officiers of health was a controlled
enmpiricism: a question of knowing what

to do after seeing; perception, memory,
and repetition; that is at the level of
the example. In the clinic, it was a
question of a much more subtle and cam
plex structure in which the integration
of experience occurred in a gaze that

was at the same time knowledge, a gaze
that exists, that was master of its

truth, and free of all example, even

at times it made use of them.

What would it mean if we found this interesting? Could it mean that
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a new realm of inquiry has just opened up, and we now find ourselves
unfaithful to the sociological camumity, since after-all the dominant
view conceives of a professional as one who occupies a position within
a division of labor. Of course agreement is not essential as an
expression of faithfulness. And we could disagree so long as we share
a common orientation to knowledge. But do we?

To contemplate Blum and Rosenberg's thesis that what disting-
uishes a professicnal is his interpretive scheme, we may find ourselves
also contemplating Foucault's suggestion that the gaze of a professicnal
collapes the distinction between knowledge and sight; and we may find
ourselves in a different world of inguiry. Within this world, it
becomes conceivaple that one sees the visible, not because it is out
there to see, but because one knows the language.

...things are offerred to him vho

has penetrated the closed world of

words;...Description, in clinical

medicine, does not mean placing the

hidden or the invisible within reach

of those who have no direct access to

them; what it neans is to give speech

to that which sees without seeing -

a speech that can be understood only

by those initiated into true speech

(Foucault, 1973:115).
By invcking language one creates a world in which one lives. The
question of whether dbjects exist is precluded, as they become created
via our use of language. This is in contrast with scientific inquiry,

as science assumes that statements can only describe a world existing

independent of us.
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We are only too ready to question the 'reasonablness' of such
a conceptual scheme. The concermn as to whether it indeed offers an
alternative model of professionalism reflects our commitment to a
particular camunity, one whose notion of authority expresses itself
by silencing others. If we are to be doing sociology we must cite the
appropriate past, a past re-called by the cammmity. What is therefore
omitted fram the body of literature, may reveal alternative possibilities.
But alternative possibilities is a disruption; it may introduce alterna-
tive 'authorities', and doing sociology requires activity within the
appropriate framework.

Not everyane wonders about the same thing, if our wonder is
determined by the acguisition of our individual experiences. But it is
precisely this, which will be controlled wnder the ideal of wnified
experience. Given our comumity's treatment of difference, we may well
ask whether wonder can exist at all. Are we really motivated by the

idea that things might be otherwise?
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