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Abstract 

The thesls examines the problerns of the "observer u and 

"objE!ctivity." l review Thomas Kuhn's concept of "paradjgrn 

shi ft " in order to access wider debates in the history and 

philosophy of science concer:ning epistemological development. 

l arçJue against traditiona.L notions of "objectivity" and 

" rationality" that proceed to "naturalize" the binary 

opposition between the natural sciences and other ~ntellect\.lal 

pursui-ts. To make this argument l draw from feminist crltics 

of science, including Sandra Harding, Evelyn Fox Keller, and 

Donna Haraway, who reconsider more palpable conceptions of 

"objectivity" and "rationality" for a feminist SClence 

project. 

Jonathan Crary's revisionist, and non-linear approach to 

a history of vision and the modern observer suggests that 

feminist critiques of science represent an ep~stemological 

shift imperfectly constituted in the nineteenth century. In 

conclusion, l analyze Donna Haraway's mult~-dimenslonal 

approach to cultural, and feminist theory as a visual metaphor 

that resonates with the nineteenth-century technology of the 

stereoscope. 



Résumé 

Cette thèse examine les problématlques liées aux notions 

ri' "observateur" et d' "objectivité. " Un compte-rendu du concept 

Kuhnien de "changement de paradigme" permet une ouverture sur 

des débats plus fondamentaux en histoire et philosophie des 

sciences concernant le développement épistémologlque. J'offre 

une critique des notions traditionnelles d' "objectivité" et 

de "rationali té" qUl entreprennent de "naturaliser" 

l'opposition binaire entre les sciences naturelles et les 

autres entreprises intellectuelles. Cet argument s'inspire de 

critiques féministes de la science, tel que Sandra Harding, 
f 

Evelyn Fox Keller et Donna Haraway, qui réexaminent 

"objectivité" et "rationalité" sous une lumière plus concrète, 

dans l'optlque du projet d'une science féministe. 

L'approche non-linéaire et révisionniste de Jonathan 

Crary concernant l'histoire de la vision et de l'observateur 

moderne 3uggère que la critique féministes des sciences 

constitue un changement épistémologique qui s'est établi de 

façon imparfaite au cours du 19ième. En conclusion, j'aborde 

l'approche multidimensionnelle des théories culturelles et 

féministes de Donna Haraway comme une métaphore visuel qui 

s'accorde avec la technologie stéréoscopique du 19 ième siècle. 
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Introduction 

f-!(jW 13 1t that we come to know what we know? We probe, 

()h:-;F>cJe, and describe, and then, make assumpt ions about the 

wurld. :;8e1ng and understandlng are causally 1ntertw1ned. That 

1:3, vlsual production ând dlscursive production come together 1 

.t::; lf llnproblematically, to make the world. But what are the 

"crlter1a" on WhlCh we base our knowler.'de cla1ms? Object1v1ty-:' 

Value-neutrality? Legitimacy of the observing subject? 

Ideology? Nature? What are the processes at work in the ma]·i..lng 

of observations? Here are the problems of the observer and 

"Ob]ectivlty. " 

A discussion of these problems requires that one address 

the "situatedness" of the observer. In suggest1ng 

"sltuatedness, Il l would llke to depart from ideolog1cal 

theories of representation, and to begin th1nk1ng about the 

observer in rela tion to a mueh larger pict ure: epistemological 

organ1zat lon. This is not to diminish the relevance of 

ideology ln observation; how2ver, ideology-infused arguments 

malntain the potential to welcome contests of binary 

()PPOSi t1on, whereby the reinvention of ldeolog1cal point of 

View in th1S process lS problematlc. 

This thesls asks questions about the ongo1ng 

1 eorganl:::a t ion of episternology in philosophical and 

intellectual history, and how this reorganization affects not 



LYllS l speak specifically tü the L}<-'!1t'l,lLl,)ll "t t"Lll\,. ,,! 

reference for research. ThiS enqages cl ldIÜ,',j l l,JI 1l11\l-.llhl ,'1 

objectivity-orlented analyses on one l ev!.:; l , dl\d ,)11 .Il\1't 111'1, 

demands a responsibl.lity ln COlnlnq \IP Wltll ,j 11dll\,d'I,' 

definition of "objectivlt.y" that lespollds t-() ,'<llli "Illf" >! >1/\' 

research problems. Likewise, lt 1l1volves d:~klll'I \Vlldt- \V" 

propose to galn by "rational" approache!:~ th,Ü' hdVI~ LH-'t'II Pd',':, ,d 

on by Enlightenment philosophy. 1 III 

"rationality" and "Ob]eCLlvity" mean to lare twent'u->t Il ('~ollt 111 'y' 

cri tical pract ice when di scourses of the "or 11er," ,Ille! ;,{' 1 1 -

ref lexi vi ty in methodology propOSE? cl r Urnll1f] dVldy t l, 1111 

tradltional modes of analysis, dnd a tunllng tt .. JWdl.d IW,'t 11 1 ,,1: 

that resonate with wider historical, cultul1l1, dlld ,tH'idl 

forces at work? 

In The Structure of Scientlflc RevolutH.)I1:~, T1IIIITld', Vllltll 

questions an assumptlon of "ratlonality" ln th":! :,L'll~Il"I~:, t 11,tl 

rebukes subj ect i vi ty, and succeeds ln :;et r l n(J 

inquiry apart from other lntellectual purs\.1lt:.::. fl..:: <1 hl ',r')f l'Ill 

and philosopher of scit=mce, he has conr;ernerl hllTl:::f::lt '1ltt!1 t Il'' 

lssue of sub]ectivlty in SClentlfic observatl(;fl, ,-Hld 'v'nrh tl1l' 

lrrational tendenCles at work in the productiun ()t 'JClI:rtt l! l'. 

knowledge for the purpose of rethlnking t radi tlrJn,:.d [Jd n .,trl', 

of epistemologlcal development. Kuhn/~ m0sr 

contribution ln this regard is hlS use of the t~rrn::; "[Jd[.Jr1l'J!fI" 
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dnd "paradigm shifts" ta explain the processes of sC1ent1fic 

re'lOlutlons. Thus, he challenges conceptions of science as 

progress-oriented, and derived from a constant flow of 

d1scovery, documentation, and revolution, ta contend that 

science lS very much susceptible to reinterpretation. 

A Kuhnian perspective, therefore, suggests that 

:3Cient1flc discovery is not outside the realm of history and 

culture. Natural science method, in comparison, has cultivated 

a pos1tion of privilege in which its own representations of 

the world are steeped in "true" and "false" claims. It is this 

cultivation of "privilege" that has allowed the natural 

sciences to "naturalize" their relationship ta the physical 

world, and ta other intellectual pursuits. On the contrary, 

this posi tian of privilege as "truth" -teller has fictional 

ties. That lS, scientific precedent is not "natural," but 

rather, produced. 

Coming ta terms with the not-so-natural inheritance of 

scientific inquiry engages the problem of how we perceive 

history and, how we make historical narrative. In arder to 

critically assess assumptions of pre-determination and 

linearity, it is imperative that one ask questions about time 

in association with culture and history. How one perceives 

history and 1ts movement is directly related to the issue of 

progress. To challenge a conception of history as the 

"natural" stringing together of great people and events, one 

must also at tend to the problem of production of ways of 
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knowing, and ways of seeing: ep1stemology. l Lugue llhît 

h1story lS not pre-determined, nor is it cief1IlÏl1vely 11H~ 

linear unfolding of narrat1ve. Rather, 1t 1S cilIVt:>I1 hy -111 

ongoing reorgani zation of knowledge, and if>, ln t lu:, W l'y", 

ultimately reinterpretive. History is not about tIme pd:-;t; It 

is absolutely wrapped up in the present. In th1S lespecl, WP 

make history based on our reflectl.on backward upon event:~. 

The status of the observer, therefore, lS not con:-;tdI1r 

and fixed, but rather, must continually be renegot1ated. The 

observer is not outside the circuit of observat1on, looklnq 

down upon or out on the world from vantages of pr1vllege. 

Rather she/he is deeply ernbedded in (and an accompllce to) 

shifts in actual technical, social, and cultural pract1ce, and 

in this respect, is intensely Il sit uated. Il How we make stOl ie:; 

and establl.sh belief is related to how we look at thinY:-:J, both 

qualitatively and quantitatively. A capacity to 31tU~I~ 

knowledge claims depends on an active resi::.;tance 10 

judgmentally relative perspectives. Judgmentally relar iV0 

perspectives are 

interchangeability 

motivated by 

that suggest 

infinite mobi11ty 

the possibility for 

and 

cHI 

omnipotent observer who sus tains an empathet1c des1re 10 

occupy the position of another. A commitment to sitlwtlnq 

knowledge claims, on the othpr hand, attempts to take a detollt 

from this omnipotence. 

With these ideas in mind, l propose to 1nvestigat~ the 

problem of the observer, and the seemingly simple is~ue Gt 
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"ob]ectivity," which is in itself highly problematlc. The 

theoretical lynchplns of thlS discussion are radical and 

Eeminist critiques of science. 1 have chosen to preface these 

critiques for it is to the natural sciences that the social 

sciences have looked in arder to establish and legitimate 

patterns of research methodology. While my research question 

is specifie to the discipline of communications, there are 

distinct points of overlap in methodology and purpose that 

cross disciplinary boundaries. l remind the reader that a 

history and philosophy of science is not necessarily the 

definitive origin of this kind of critique; rather, it is a 

methodoligical choice in the thesis to both observe and to 

challenge the rigour of these debates. 

Chapter One introduces issues of subjectivity, 

irrationality, and history as these have been prefaced by 

Thomas Kuhn in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Kuhn' s 

paradigmatic approach to the history and philosophy of science 

aptly questions traditional narratives of science that 

represent themselves in terms of ratiŒlality, order, and 

progress. In importing qualitative analyses to scientific 

discovery, Kuhn has identified moments of discontinuity in 

scientific discovery that make fictional the separation of 

science-as-rational-pursuit from the arts-as-irrational­

pursuits. His interrogation of the "naturalness" of this 

binary has suggested that there is perhaps a communicative 

relationship between the rational and irrational, or not-
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rational, that allows one to reconsider the documentation of 

scientific discovery as a "poetic" and creative endeavour, as 

opposed to a rationally pre-determined one. 

'Ihùs he cites the growth of, and shift arnong "paradigms"­

-or way::; of seeing--as conduits for scientific revolutions. In 

so doing, he challenges notions of order and of progress, and 

critiques a belief that the sciences are able to transcend 

subjectivity in order to reside in value-neutral spaces. This 

is not to argue that science is anarchic, disorderly, and 

chaotic without purpose, but rather that it::; pursuits and 

discoveries are not necessarily deliberate and pre-determined, 

but are quite possibly the fruits of accident. While his 

contributions appear to be dated, l argue that these 

contributions have continuing relevance for the~r importance 

in particularizing the movement of paradigm shifts. Secondly, 

his contributions are noteworthy since they have prepared a 

critical terrain for further discussion in the history and 

philosophy of science. In particular, Kuhn has been a pivotai 

point 

about 

for ferninist cri tiques of science to engage debates 

objectivity and rationality for a feminist sCienCE! 

project. 

Chapter '!'wo 1 then 1 takes a closer look at the rise 0 f 

feminist criticisrn in the sciences and studies in 

epistemology. My argument is situated in the divide between 

feminist ernpiricist and feminist standpoint theories, with thE~ 

purpose of providing background on, and accentuating the 
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salient differences among, the intellectual d1vis1ons in 

fernlnist circles. This chapter works with the ideas of 

feminist theorists Sandra Harding, Evelyn Fox Keller, Nancy 

Hartsock, and Donna Haraway to critique and reclaim not10ns of 

"objectivity" and "rationality" for a feminist science 

proj ect. What these theorists are interested in is an approach 

to responsible research that not only questions methodological 

approachp.s, but also interrogates the very terms of reference 

on which research methodology is based: "objectivity" and 

"rationality." That is, they critique a quantitative and 

neutral bias in science by asking questions about the absence 

of qualitative criteria (subject position and gender for 

example) in order to return to a hybrid form of 

quantitative/qualitative discussions about "objectivity" and 

"rat ionali ty. " 

In particular, Sandra Harding and Donna Haraway are 

concerned with moving away from empirical approaches that 

claim equi ty in research based on an addi ti ve response to 

methodological categories (the importation of gender to 

analyses). At the same time, there is a danger implicit in 

replicating author1tative models by privileging essentialist 

alternatives. Harding and Haraway, whose epistemological 

perspectives l draw from at length in this thesis, are aware 

of this ideological switchback. What they propose lS a 

discourse of hybridization su ch as the one l have suggested 

above. It is a discourse of science that is able to account 
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for a radical specificity of subject positl0n ln the 

observation process, and retain a sense of obJect lVj ty that is 

accl'untable, responsible, and "non-innocent. Il It is a delicate 

and cornplex proposai, yet a most necessary one if we wdnt t 0 

do "good" research, and contlnue to raze foundations of whole 

"truth" in the research process. 

Chapter Three blends Donna Haraway' s notion of "sltuar ed 

knowledges" with historical research in the area of V1SUdl 

practice as discussed by Jonathan Crary in Techniques of the 

Observer. Using Crary's work and Haraway's essay, "Situaten 

Knowledges: The Science Question in Feminisrn and the privilege 

of Partial Perspective 1" l return to debates concerning the 

rnaking of historical narrative and techniques of obser"vation. 

l evoke discussion of the camera obscura technology a:~ 

"truth"-rnodel that spanned nearly two hundred years frorn tlle 

sixteenth to eighteenth centuries, and the nineteenth-century 

technology of the stereoscope in order to challenge ct linear 

conception of epistemological developrnent. The camera obscurc1 

was a technology based on linear, point-to-point observat ional 

practice. In the nineteenth century, however, there i s a break 

from this linearity in which investigations into optics and 

physiology combine with technical practice to suggest a shiEt 

in the status of the observer. The nineteenth-century 

observer 1 and this observer 1 s techniques of vision, therefore, 

are not based on linear precedent, but rather, corne to be 

identified as ernbedded in a variety of practices, inclurllng 
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t.echnical, cultural, and historical. The st.ereoscope lS an 

example of this Sh1ft in the technology of visIon and ln the 

t.echniques of the observer. 

Donna Haraway shares with donathan Crary's historical 

analysis a parallel interest in coming to terms with vlsual 

technique. With art history as his entry point, Crary works to 

denaturalize the division between the "experimental" and the 

Il real" in order to suggest that technical practice and 

artistic practice are not diametrically opposed, but, rather, 

are engaged in similar epistE!mological processes. In so doing, 

he argues that there remain unfettered pockets of subversion 

in nineteenth-century visual practice to 3uggest how vision 

has been imperfectly constituted, and without recourse to an 

Enlightenment sense of "rationality." He also suggests that 

this constitution is not restricted to aesthetic practice. l 

argue that the residues of this "imperfection" surface in 

twentieth-century feminist practice, specifically feminist 

critiques of science. Haraway's redefinition of "objectivlty" 

for a feminist science project, one that emphasizes the 

partial and the incomplete in narrative, is one site of this 

subversion. 

There is not one definitive story about the observer and 

the technical origins of the modern observer. The present 

research project challenges these notions of origin, "truth," 

and the authentication of "truth. Il It would appear that one of 

the main foci ot traditional research methodology has been to 
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establish ways of seeing, and ways of know1ng that are whole, 

and which take a quest for "truth" dS tl1eir point lIt 

departure. l insist that our problem has nevel been to ::;et-~ 

fully. On the contrary 1 the gl:eatest challenge h,r 

contemporary studies in episternology 1S to see in pen t, t\) 

approach notions of "truth" that are part1al and incomplete, 

yet not irresponsible. 

Sorne of the clues to this "sicuatedness" of the ohserver 

and of partial perspective are ernbedded in our techniques ot 

observation, 

argue that 

and the technologies we employ. This l:3 not tu 

episternology is technologically determined; 

however 1 it is to suggest that we are not outside of our 

techniques of observation as neutral and unaffected bodies ln 

this process. We are simultaneously products of our ways ut 

seeing, and producers of ways of seeing. To engage in dialogue 

at this level requires that one actively consider historic~l, 

cultural, and social circurnstances at work. 



Cbapter One 

Ruhnian Stories 

Thomas Kuhn identifies" irrationality" and" subjectivity" 

as central ta debates concerning a history of scientific 

discovery. He critiques a history of science whose knowledge 

claims asswne a linear narrative of progresse l use the terrn 

"linear" to describe the way in which obj ects and methods of 

inquiry are sequentially related outside the realm of the 

knower, and how perception of obj ects and methods is conceived 

as a function of a direct line of vision. Attention ta any 

overlap of cultural, historical, and social circumstances as 

relevant te> the process of know~ng and seeing is not an 

integral component of point-to-point processes. For Kuhn, on 

the contraIY, shi fts in structures of belief are at once 

relative to cultural formations, and are therefore influenced 

by sociologrical criteria that intervene in the scientist' s 

pursuit of knowledge claims. This interference pattern 

includes the way in which scientific cormnuni.ties represent 

themselves acco~ding to professional affiliations, the 

dynarnics of internaI politics, and the various "languages" 

used ta communicate ideas. Scientific revolution and changes 

in patterns of discovery, are therefore, not characterized by 

a "pure" and uninterrupted relationship between theory 1 

experiment, and progress; rather, they are moved by the 
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interplay of a scientific commun1ty' S soc1al, cultural clnd 

historical limitations in breaki11.g methodological thresholds. 

Kuhn draws on psychology to explain percept 1011. Ll~:; .l 

problem. Influential shifts in scientiflc discovery, hp 

argues, are made possible by "gestalt switch," a pel:cept Ucll 

technique in which the observer experlences 

transformation based on the context of observation, includll1l] 

qualitative shifts between before and after conditions of the 

experiment. 1 The suggestive power of gestalt is not ta 

dernonstrate how the objective world alone changes fOl the 

observer, but that the observer, in visual collaboratlon wlth 

the objective world, simultaneously engages in the 

transformation of visual perspective. By including th~ 

"subject" in the circuit of observation, Kuhn is careful tu 

make complex the recombination of social, cult ural, Ctncl 

historical factors at work in percept ion, and 

transformative potential of vision. In so doing, he questionH 

the potency of scientific laws and standards that serve QS 

"natural" guidelines for scientific processes, and h'ëtn::i 

toward the "irrational" and the "subj ect l ve" as pos:::ablF:. 

patterns of interference in the quest for "pure" SClence. 

"Irrationality" and "subjectivity, Il Kuhn's categorlcai 

1 Kuhn 1970a, 111. Kuhn describes gestalt switch in elementary 
terms to distinguish how individual observers will experience 
different visual effects when looking at the same image or 
experiment. The process of refining the visual effect is linked to 
the observer's location of subject position, which is in tllrn 
wrapped up in social circumstances, and, in the situatlon of the 
scientist, conditions of scientiflc training. 
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imperatives, present a challenge to rational and value-free 

:3tandards that attempt to elucidate the development of 

scientific revolutions as an ordered activity. Cornparatively, 

the significance of visual transformation through gestalt 

joins Kuhn' s notion of a paradigm to incorporate overlapping 

and interdependent social, cultural, and historlcal 

circumstances and events that engage in paradigm production. 

In this respect, an awareness of shifts between paradigms, or 

w0rld views, interrogates progress, rationality and order as 

things that are unnecessarily naturalized outside the social 

realm. In this respect, "paradigm shift, " Kuhn' s most 

important contribution, denotes an epistemological, or 

"paradigmatic," shift in its own right. That is, it has opened 

inquiry into the methodological terrns of reference, most 

importantly the concept of "obj ecti vi ty. " 

It is arguable that Kuhn's proposaI for the structure of 

scientific revolutions takes a radically different course from 

traditional science history. He does not turn to 

Il irrationality" in opposition to the rational, but rather 

attempts to accentuate difference in observationai logic--the 

not-rational. By introducing subjectivity and the social 

formation of scientific cornmunities, he drives his 

interrogation of progress and order through to question "value 

neutral" and "objectivity" as these terms pertain to 

scientific inquiry. In so doing, he focuses on the problem of 

whether or not "objectivity" can have an "eye, " without an 
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"I." That lS, to what extent does the "situatedne:::>s" ot rhl-" 

observer as subject inflltrate the obSel'Vatlon pl'Oc~s::" alld 

therefore di lute the value-neutrality of thlS process: 

Taking their cue from Kuhn' s paradigmat lC approach rll 

scientific revolutions, feminist critics of SC1PI1Ce Jl~ 

rethinking traditional methodological techniques. Sent-at ivp rn 

both the necessity tor scientiflc research and the plobh'Il1:, 

wrought by traditional scientific approaches, rhey dle 

commi t ted to retaining sorne sense of "obj ect i vlty" dnd 

"rationality" for a ferninist science pro] ect. Of pal t icnLu 

cOTlcern to feminist critics is the notlon of prlvi lpged 

perspect i ve . They argue that objectivist science l, " 
.:0 not 

situated in the arena of neutral observation, and argile 

instead for a conception of perception and vision t-hat i:-; 

intensely subj ective and embodied. J In par'ticular, DOl1l1d 

Haraway revises privileged perspective to argue thar Vl~Lun 

2 In particular l refer to the work of Sandra Harding Clnd 
Donna Haraway whose ideas l develop in Chapters Two and Three of 
the thesis. Both Harding and Haraway are commltted to a temlnisr 
"successor science" WhlCh takes its cues from a radical SClenCf::' 
movement but attempts to brE.ak ground in terrns of a distlnc r , 
however not essential, feminist pro]ect. 

1 On this point see Donna Haraway, "Situated Knowledges: Thr~ 
Science Question in Feminism and the Privilege of PartlDl 
Perspective." See also Sandra Harding, The Science Question in 
Feminism, Evelyn Fox Keller, "How gender matters, or why its sr) 

hard for us to count past two," and Sandra Harding, "How thr::: 
women's movement benefits science: two views." The points raised 
here assess objectivity in light of the disenfranchised, "over­
essentialized" yet obfuscated category of the "other" in the 
sciences, and why it is so important to reconsider what we mean by 
ob]ectivity, and scientific rnethod. These ideas are elaborated ln 
Chapter Two of the thesis. 
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(~nd likewise knowledgel 13 at once partlal and sltuated, and 

hy thl::, she challenges notlons of point-to-point vlsual 

r)(~rSpr~'-.:t l'Je whereby vi suaI technologles are slmply prosthet lC 

rlF'V1Ceo:l, and draws attentlon to multi-dimenslonallty ln visual 

Kuhn's retention of a privlleged position in hlS 

culturally, soclally, and historically relative approach to 

paradlqrn shifts wlil be assessed in this chapter. That lS, 

rioes he sltuate himself critically as a subject in the sarne 

lustory and philosophy of science that he critiques? How does 

thlS affect the validity of the term paradigm, and simllarly, 

the significance of paradigm shifts? Does the concept of a 

par-adigm Shlft represent a radical technique for narrating 

SClence history, or does it succumb to traditional modes of 

nùt-ratlon whereby paradigms are prostheses, as opposed to 

indicators of movement in an overall reorganization of 

knowledge and epistemology? Js Kuhn' s relativism a vlable 

alternative to empiricist aI1d positivist methodologies, or 

simply a :t eturn to =. notion of an omniscient observer? A key 

1 While Kuhn is careful ta import cultural and social aspects 
to a history of scientific revolutions, it can be argued that he 
does not radically shift the terms of reference in his analysis, 
namely the way in which he positions the observer relative to other 
circumstances. Haraway challenges the empathetic drive of the 
observer, the drive to understand the position of the observed. She 
c~itiques ~he mechanical processes of interchangeability and 
mobllity of the observer and calls for a radical specificity of our 
own subject positions as an alternative. In this way she draws 
ùttention to the dangers of relative positioning. l preface this 
argument in Chapter Three with specific reference to Haraway 1 s 
essay, "Sltuated Knowledges: The Science Question in Feminism and 
the privilege of Partlal Perspective." 
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to sifting through this prob1em ~s ~n an exam~nat~on of how 

Kuhn deals with the process of document~ng history'. These are 

a few questions and problems to be explored ~n th~s chapter. 

This interrogation could be narrowed in scope as anather 

critique of Kuhn; however, l ask these quest~ons in order to 

distil what l consider to be the most s~gnlfic.:lnt 

contributions, and in effect, the most visionary aspect. ot 

The Structure of Scientific Revelutions. In setting up this 

inquiry, l would like to prepare a methodology that 

incorporates sorne elements of a Kuhnian perspective, in 

particular his attempt to interrogate uni-linear, progress-

oriented accounts of history. In this respect, l rely on a 

conception of history that ~s backward-loo:üng at the same 

time that it is oriented to the present. 

l begin with an exploration of the many senses of 

"paradigrn" used by Kuhn throughout the book, and look at how 

mapping the course of paradigm shifts is useful for thinking 

about the formulation of disciplinary ways of seeing--

epistemology. Secondly, a general comparison of Kuhn and h~~ 

critics, including ensuing debates on scientific method, will 

help to situate Kuhn as a subject in science histor.l5
• 

5 See Thomas Kuhn' s preface, Il Logic of Discover.l or 
Psychology of Research, Il in Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge. 
In particular Kuhn identifies shared points of overlap with Sir 
Karl Popper that hinge upon critiques of certain tenets of 
classical positivism. For example they both support the 
inseparability of theory and observation, share a scepticism tm-lard 
the possibility of a neutrai observation language, and both insist 
that scientists can aim to explain "reality" in terms of obser'/ed 
phenornenon. l argue that this latter proposition does not stray 
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Flnally, l wlll conclude with insights inspired both by, and 

beyond Kuhn for how one rnlght begln to contribute to 

vlsuallzing history as a challenge to linear analyses, while 

remalnlng cognizant of how the writer rnight situate herself in 

this process. In this proposition for refiguring historical 

memory, l would like to begin to confront rationalist and 

relatlvist conceptions of "objectivity" for a strategy for 

communications methodology. 

What ia a Paradigm? 

Margaret Masterman identifies twenty-one ways, sorne 

conflicting and others variations on the sarne theme, in which 

the term paradigm is used in Kuhn' s work (Masterrnan 61-65). 

What is lnteresting about Kuhn's attempt to elucidate 

"paradigrn" is his capacity to shift sirnultaneously contexts of 

rneaning, which, Masterman concedes, pr8sents the greatest 

difficulty in his work. Consequently, she does not challenge 

the validity of his evidence as "truth" claims, but instead 

finds it necessary to question its methodological contribution 

and likewise its priority in the history of science. This 

cornes out best ln the following questions: 

ls there, phi losophically speaking, anything 
definite or general about the notion of a 
paradlgrn WhlCh Kuhn is trying to make clear? 
Or is he just a historian-poet describing 
dlfferent happenings which have occurred in 
the course of the history of science, and 
refelTlng to them all by using the sarne word, 

from classlcal positivlsm at all, but instead supports it. 
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"paradigm"? (Masterman 65) 

The problern that Masterman identifies is whether Kuhn is 

an epistemologist who historicizes philosophical shifts in 

ways of seeing, or if he succeeds only in narrating a history 

of method. Put another way, on the one hand he is in a 

posi tion to influence the philosophical current of 

historicizing method in science, and on the other, contrlbutes 

no more and no less to the narration of this history. How one 

situates Kuhn depends on how he positions hlmself in relation 

to this history of science. If we can f ind a place for Kuhn 

and his work in a history of scient~fic revolutions, that ~s, 

if he can be situated in terms of his own h~storical 

reflection, and an on going self -reflection, then one would 

have to see his contributions as part of an important 

philosophical moment. However, if one is unable to locate Kuhn 

and simultaneous self-reflection in the work, in which he is 

actually part of the machine in process, then Masterman' s 

clever description as "historian-poet Il might not be far of f . 

l am inclined to believe that Kuhn is bath of these, and that 

what one does with Kuhn's work, how one is creative with 

Kuhn' s hypotheses, is what marks the di fference between his 

value as either epistemologist or historian-paet. 

Kuhn' s critique is precisely ta disarrn obj ectivist 

arguments of neutrality and ta acknowledge the poetics 

implicit in both performing and writing research. The base 

value of his approach is to encourage the historian of science 
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as story-teller, not one who describes what is there as 8vents 

pre-determined by history, but one who reconstructs 

circumstances after the fact. Historical movements are derlved 

after the event, and ln this way we must decide if events take 

precedence over their history, or if in fact, events come to 

fruition in the production of historical analyses. That is, 

can there be an event without first a method of historicizing 

the event? This introduces the problem of how one explains 

whar one sees and, indubi tably, the problem of neutral, and 

likewise naturalized, objective analyses. 

The Kuhnian Paradigm 

Kuhn begins with a definition of paradigm as "universally 

recognized scientific achievements that for a time provide 

model problems and solutions to a community of practitioners" 

(1970a, viii). In this case, paradigm precedes the definltlon 

of a sClentific communit.', such that both paradigm and 

scientific corrununity are mutually determined. The result is 

paradigms that are defined ln terms of their acceptance by a 

scientific community, and a scientific community that is 

defined in terms of its acceptance of a paradigrn. Kuhn 

acknowledges the circularity of his argument and addresses 

this by forgoing the primacy of paradigm in favour of first 

and foremost isolating a scientific cornmunity. Thus, he 

d8fines scientific community with respect to qualitative 

evidence based on education, professional affiliations, 
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exposure to similar technical literature, and a language usect 

by the community in scientific literature. However, Kulm 

remains trapped by argulng that within the said "conununity" 

there are differing approaches to the study of ficientiflc 

subject matter (1970a, 177). This circularity is polemical t1lld 

raises the following question: how can we competent ly Il:31-'> 

terms such as "community", "culture", and ev en "pat"adigm" (Ul 

that matter, without first interrogating the product ian ut 

these terms of reference upon which our research depends. 

Again, this is an issue that is undeveloped in Kuhn' s work, 

and one that Chapters 'l'wo and Three of the thesis attempt ta 

address in more detail, specifically in terms of coming to 

terms with what we mean by a perceivably neutral concept :,Ilcll 

as "objectivity." 

The question now shifts to asking how it differs ta 

define a corrununity first in terms of its various "approëlcbes 

to scientific subject matter," secondly, by its acceptance of 

a "paradigrn," or generally speaking, in terms of cl "way of 

seeing" research problems. The difflculty does not arlse HI 

finding a definition for a community as much as it reside~; in 

dealing with larger concerns of "objectivity, " and how one 

establishes a position of privilege in observation. The 

lmportance of paradigm, therefore, is not in its definitivl".: 

context, nor is the importance of a scientific community 

wrapped up in one' s abil i ty to set parameters for i t. Ins tead, 

our research questions should focus on "how" paradigms, a;;; 
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sets of observational practices and techniques, connect ta 

0ther practlces--social, historlcal, philosophical, technical­

-and how such a "network" contributes to paradigmatic 

develapment, and likewise how it contains the patential for 

overall epistemological shifts. 

Is a paradigrn an epistemology? When Aristotle and Galileo 

looked at swinging stones, for example, each observed 

different phenomena--Aristotle a constrained fall and Galileo 

a pendulum (Kuhn 1970a, 121). Kuhn is careful ta argue that 

difference in perception between Aristotle, and centuries 

later Galileo, was not dependent upon a change in the 

phenornenological world, tut rather, in retrospect, both 

philosophers "worked in a different world." The position of 

the observer in this instance is not one of innocence in which 

he/she transcends the physical world in order to look back 

upon it and describe it. Rather, being in a different world 

identifies an observer who both constitutes and is constituted 

by change. Paradigrns are not prosthetic filters used to see 

the world differently i instead, they are constituted in 

connection with our situations in the world and engage with us 

as we produce the ways in which we "see" in the world. The 

organization of knowledge, therefore, is a terrain marked by 

bumps and fissures that present thernselves as shifts in ways 

of seeing- -normal science broken by crises in perception. 

Perception and paradigrn shifts are entangled in a relay 

between the phenornenological and the epistemological in which 
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changes in phenomenon cannot be understood ln isolatlon f~0m 

an ongoing reorganization of knowledge. 

Kuhn argues that these periods 

precede a crisis point, evidenced by 

of 

the 

"normal SClence" 

inability of 

scientific method to serve and sustain the research intelests 

of a cornrnunity. What sustains a research community iG nUl 

necessarily the common pursuit of knowledge, but the demdlld:-; 

placed upon that corrununity in order to legitimate a posit 1011 

of privilege. This is not to argue that research interests ~re 

exclusively ideological, based on institutional structure and 

peer approval i however, implici t ln sustaining research 

interests are discourses, demographics, and trends which ln 

combination bind a community. Returning to normal science, it 

lS the period when existing knowledge and circumstances -­

institutional structure, discourse, methods--function ta 

support the community' s current interests. WhE:n progress and 

development narratives are not satisfied by existinq 

parameters--Galileo' s reinterpretation of the swinging stone-­

the cornmunity enters a period of crisis, which is also th~ 

period of discovery. At this point, the research terrain 1:3 

vulnerable to a shift in research method. Crisis is curbed, 

and research resumes a "normal science" mode until the next 

cri sis surfaces and is inflicted upon the scientlflC 

cornrnuni ty . 

It is unclear whether or not this is identified as an 

episternological shift by Kuhn, or rnerely as a change ln 
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techniques of observation. This is an important question for 

lt forces one to reflect critically upon the concept of 

"progress," to assess how linear conceptions of history can be 

mlsleading, and to determine how breaklng points lend 

themselves to the capture of alternative ways of seeing. In 

asking these kinds of questions, it is possible to detect 

points at which Kuhn follows a "conservative" formula. With 

the exception of explaining that shifts ln technique 

correspond to shifts in the way a scientific community looks 

at the world, he operates according to parameters of classical 

science which does not allow him to upset "objectivity" and 

"rationality" as understood by nineteenth-century science. On 

the contrary, he suffices to eclipse these terms only in 

moments of crisis. Thus, in spite of "irrational" periods of 

research, there is always a return to order at sorne point, 

followed again by cyclical crises that are imposed upon 

scientists by "nature refusing to express itself in the 

accepted language" (Prigogine & Stengers, 308). 

What drives Kuhn's research programme is discontinuity 

and crisis followed in sequence by order and periods of normal 

science. A return to the "normal" is sought by a process of 

reversing discontinuity. Crisis is conceived as a tunnel 

through the which the scientist passes in order to return to 

continuity. In reiterating my critique in the previous 

paragraph, it is difficult to see how Kuhn transgresses the 

thresholds of the classical scientific method of learning 
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paradigmatic solutions to scientlfic problems, with occdsiondl 

diversions from decided solutions in order to attend ta new 

problems. New solutions replace old, and science procepds 

according to a mechanical logic, a logic of reversibility dnd 

interchangeabili ty . h 

My question remains: if Kuhn is only reiteratillq 

positi vist tendencies, how is i t that his work has hdd such ,\ 

pr found impact on both critics and supporters'; In Kuhn' s 

case, he identifies a loss of faith in ideal pursuits 1 Lmo 

from this point challenges existing epistemologlcal 

foundations. He challenges foundations in a historical spare, 

evoking the past in order to understand a present. He does not 

do this for the purpose of contest ing people, places dnd 

events. Rather, he challenges historical space in order 1"0 

question the overall organization of knowledge, and comparable 

patterns of human behaviour and cognition. Understood in this 

_ way, Kuhn does succeed in cracking nineteenth- and twent leth-

century epistemology ta allow for the escape of "other" 

G This critique cornes out of recent developments in chaos 
theory. See Prigogine & Stengers, 291-313. They argue that Kuhn 
does not stray from classical scientific method that depends upon 
the concept of reversibillty. Kuhn, while he exposes the 
discontinui ty in scient ific processes, returns to a narrat ive of 
continuity, or "normal science." The theory of P:r-lgogine and 
Stengers represents an epistemological shi ft to lrreversibil i ty of 
systems in which they concentrate on the hidden continultles ln 
scientific processes in order to make the transitlon from a statr:: 
of being to becoming. 
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epistemological projects. 7 

It is precisely his interrogation of cumulative and 

linear conceptions of science history that gives credence to 

his method. He severs the linear imaginary that passes through 

historical events to reveal a past which is directly connected 

to a present, and a present which precedes a future. On the 

contrary, untold stories, and the exclusion of historical 

lnformation thought not to bear re 1 evance to a history and 

philosophy of science, are reconsidered ln Kuhn's 

methodological inquiry that challenges the derived symmetry of 

scientific revolutions: 

Historians of science have begun to ask new 
sorts of questions and to trace different, and 
often less than cumulative, developmental 
lines for the sciences. Rather than seeking 
the permanent contributlons of an older 
science to our present vantage, they attempt 
ta display the historicaJ integrity of that 
science in its own time. (1970a, 3) 

In this respect, the importance of history is not ta 

legitimate lineage. On the contrary, it is a highly 

contestable field that is neither determined nor determining. 

In terms of understanding a present 1 we may only do SO ln 

t·eflection. Histo~y is not "in the making," but instead is 

always made, scories pieced together through self-reflection 

l l'et urn to this point in Chapter Two of the thesis in which 
l a..cgue that feminist critiques of science embrace Kuhnian 
pl'inciples in order to unpack what one might rnean by the term 
"obj ect i vi ty ." Ear lier exarnples of feminis t research weathered the 
storm of a\..~ding the missing category "gender" to scientific 
research only to essentialize it, and then undermine their 
contributions by negiecting to question "objectivity" as a 
methodologlcal tooi. 
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by the historian. Historical lnqulry is steeped in the 

perspective of the interpreter, yet it lS only thlOUqh 

historical inquiry that we may have access to a present, winch 

can only ever be made intelligible in relation to a place in 

time that is anterior. 

This relates to a Kuhnian paradigm ln the way tlklt 

changes in ways of seeing are not known during the experiment, 

but that there is ultimately a chance factor built into the 

methodical ordering of the experiment. Chance manifests itself 

in crises at which point normal science methods are 

undermined, and a new way of seeing problems surfaces--the 

paradigm shift. In this respect, the rational and the 

irrational are not binary opposites isolated from each other. 

On the contrary, there is an inherent relationship between thp 

two, or a hidden continuity in communication, which allows for 

both aspects of research to interact. 

Rationality, order, and continuity do not unfold in front 

of our eyes. Making claims to knowledge results only in one'~ 

capacity to put stories together where knowledge claims are 

power claims. The result need not be the anarchie 

irresponsibility of never having to be accountable ta a 

present because we cannot understand it. Rather, what l ,· 
'" 

demanded is a humility toward the possibility of ownlng 

"truth." By acknowledging chance, interpretation, and social 

formations, Kuhn challenges the very precarious not ion Qf 

science as a highly controlled and predictable endeavour. It 
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is by virtue of such precariousness that we rework storles, 

make new knowledge maps, and reflect critically upon 

objectivity as contrived, and not evolutionary. 

The predicament of epistemology is that knowledge cannot 

be deduced from a set of ordered principles. The very process 

of deriving ways of seeing the world turns on a foundation of 

inconslstency, discontinuity, and unpredictability. Bellef in 

ideals of order and" truth," evidence, and proof is aggravated 

by our inability to achieve these ideals, and so the 

irrational (Ilr the not-rational), riddled with scepticism 

toward method, becomes the turning screw, and that only the 

guarantee of a quasi-authority is within grasp. Earnest 

Gellner elaborates this "monist" predicament in philosophy: 

If only the whole of logic and mathematics 
could be deduced from a limited set of safe 
premisses, the whole edifice would thereby be 
made trustworthy. Today what is interesting is 
not so much that the realisation of the ideal 
has not been achieved, but rather that the 
ideal itself has lost its appeal and 
authority, that many of those who are most 
respected in these fields express doubts about 
the very desirability of pursuing this ideal. 
(6) 

In expressing doubt, Kuhn's argument turns to expose the 

irregularities of history, the gaps, and hidden spaces, his 

purpose being to draw new maps. It is not a matter of rebuking 

history ln a contest for credibili ty. He is speaking about an 

ethics that would be held accountable for its knowledge 

claims, claims which must be locatable ln relation to a 

sociology as weIl as a history and philosophy of science. Kuhn 
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wants to weave an ethics into the fabrlc of SClence lll:-~t-,Hy 

that would respond to contemporary instltutlonal COnCell1S .. ;Ild 

thus, the role for history changes dramat ically. l qUCll p Kulm 

on this role for history in which he proposes that "hist(llY 1 

if viewed as a reposi tory for morp. than Clnecclot e (n­

chronology, could produce a decisive transformation ln tht-) 

image of science by which we are now possessed" (lY70a, 1). 

Kuhn wants to de})art fro~n a persuasive pedagogy th'lt, (lver 

time, has dominated the scientific canon. It is a move tOWClLct 

a critical history, rather than following a chronlcled 011(::'. 

And so l return to the problem posed as to whether Kuhn 

should be seen as an epistemologist or as a historian-püer, 

and likewise to the contribution of paradigms cI:3 

epistemological turning points. Kuhn' s interrogat ion of a. top­

down manner in which knowledge has been documented, preser v!'"!d 

and cornmunicated, and his suggestion that we write and r:ewrire 

history in order to enhance the present, do war rcmt 

contribution to an epistemological shift. For this methodolo(JY 

Kuhn can be considered an epistemologist i however, his fa iluu~ 

to break away from a conflict-resolution formula by r)fferinr.J 

historical relativism as an alternative to value-neutrallty 

still holds omnipotence in high regard. The result is a "push­

me-pull-me" logic that stalls itself. To understctnd thj ~3 

predicament, it is helpful to turn to the critiques browJhr 

forward by Sir Karl Popper. 
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popper-Kuhn Debates 

Karl Popper's crltlque stems from one of hlS own theses, 

"tha t we approach everything in l ight of a preconcei ved 

theory" (1970, 52). Popper argues that Kuhn' s misreading of 

this thesis is an example of Kuhn staying true to patterns of 

"normal" science, that the researcher approaches a set of 

problems wi th certain expectations. Furthermol.'e he argues that 

Kuhn' s understanding of Popperian SClence is steeped in Kuhn' s 

own ldeological assumptions, being that there is a disti nct 

divide between "normal" and "extraordinary" periods of 

research. Popper' s charge corresponds with rny question at the 

beginning of this chapter when l asked whether or not Kuhn 

takes a self-reflexive stance regarding his own position ln 

the history and philosophy of science to locate himself ln 

relation to this history, or instead merely reworks a formula 

for discovery--isolating a problem, making assumptions, and 

doing research. According to Popper, Kuhn follows the same 

pattern for which he criticizes the institution of science -­

conducting "normal" science. If we follow Popper, Kuhn is not 

d radical epistemologist. In taking a closer look at the 

debate, however, it is possible to rework a Kuhnian approach 

through Popper' s criticism. 

Popper upholds cri t Lcal thinking as an ideal of science. 

He makes the argument that if there is a "normal" scientist, 

in the Kuhnian sense, he/she has been taught badly, and is cl 

"victim of lndoctrination" (1970, 53). The distinction here is 
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between scientists as l-outine puzzle solvers c1I1d t!1(lSt-" ,1:; 

"pure scientists" who observe a mE:!Lhod of cr~tll'dl tlnnkllhj, 

For Popper, routinized sc~ence is a danger to SCIence pUt:,\ll!~, 

in general because i t focuses on "know~ng the L.1Ct:.;" ,il ! 11\-" 

expense of making inroads and cont r~but ions, The dl f f (-11 PJ)('!-> III 

perspective between Popper and Kuhn has to cio wlth huw Pddl 

situates the hl.story and philosophy of science, POPPP1 11:;(":; 

science as a mirror, setting it apart from other 1ntel ll'Ctlldl 

pursuits, where metaphors of reflection lead to 1-.-1tlUIldl 

correspondence with real i ty. In compari.son, Kuhn c!op';; nut 

naturalize a separation of the world of science from rhlJt- ut 

non-science in which the former mai ntains c1 dl :;r 111et ly 

"rational" discourse over the latter, Kuhn views sc IPI\I 'F' cl:; 

neither more nor less "rat ional" than other lnt ellf-J('t" lld l 

pursuits, and therefore in terms of eplstemolo(JY, he di:;pllh~:; 

a transcendence model in which science ably captl1n-:-; dlHI 

reflects reality. That is, ideology and fact borh COJ);;t"Üllt",· 

scientific pursuits. 

Popper' s historical account maintains a Vl""W ()t :;('lf~n(;f' 

that diminishes chance, and that t hrouqh d rn~t- hr)d rd 

falsification, one can establish universal dr)(;t"rulp.:3. :jr;l'~nr;f~ 

does not proceed forward from verl.ficatlon ot pr);;tul r.1t f::':, , bllt 

rather must succeed in exposing theorles tu r(~'-;t·:; (Jf 

falsification. Only then can theories r~ghtfully hE:: dr;Clë.tlfnHI 

and applied, Here Popper separates the "real" sr;ienrl:-;r, t-h~ 

"serious" scientist, from the scient is t who follr:)W,; r1rJcr rJ Wc: i 
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however, Popper acknowledges the importance of dogmatism in 

science, for it is dogmatism that lightens the severity of 

critical thinking in order to expose the "real Il power of 

theories (1970,55) Paradoxically, scientific research is 

extraordinary, and it is necessarily dogmatic, possibly but 

not absolutely revolutionary. This thinking, along wi.th a 

principle of falsification, resonates with Descartes' notion 

of rat~onal science that must doubt all that can possibly be 

doubted in order to arrive at Il sorne clear and simple principle 

that no man [sic] in or even out of his senses possibly could 

doubt" (Smith & Grene, 13). That is, it clings to an 

Enlightenrnent ideal of science as existing outside the domain 

of nature, which sets it apart from other intellectual 

pursuits by its capacity for reflecting and revealing "truth. Il 

This method of science biases the negative in which, Gellner 

writes, "negative re-endorsement says, or more 

characteristically implies, that after the overcoming of one 

big error, after the slaying of the dragon, there is no 

problem" (52). 

In the end, falsification assumes first and foremost that 

research proceeds from rational and ordered grounds, that we 

know, and therefore reflect, understanding in our thoughts and 

actions at aIl times, science being exemplary. As suggested by 

Richard Rorty, Kuhn' s expression of a loss of faith in science 

as an ordered activity, coupled with his rejection of the 

autonomy of science from theology and politics 1 has been 
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greeted with "fierce indignation" by SUppOl"ters of an 

Enlightenment "grid of relevance" (Rorty, 333). It is Kuhn's 

desecration of science as a distinctly ordered and rational 

pursuit, coupled with the argument that its logic of 

argumentation and research fails to differ expressly trom 

other intellectual discourses (history, for example), that i~; 

at once his most criticized and, likewise, most revolut ioncuy 

epistemological contribution. 

This view separates Popper and Kuhn as one who i:3 ct 

"dragon slayer" and the other who uses sociology to understand 

the "logic" of the "dragon." If anything, Popper's most 

valuable criticism of Kuhn is against a logic of historical 

relativismi but the accusations regarding discrepancies 

between "normal" and "extraordinary" research are a volley ot 

perception, where Kuhn observes that the history of science 

has been dominated by politically and ideologically infused 

(and therefore not-rational) research canons, whereas Popper 

does not. Feyerabend surns this up best in his critique ot 

Kuhn' s structural logic by point ing out that "we are here 

dealing wi th a methodological problem and not wi th the 

question of how science actually proceeds" (1970, 204). By 

engaging a methodological critique, Feyerabend does justice to 

Kuhn' s politico-ideological thesis on the process of 

scientific revolutions, and 

subordinating the pursuit of 

science machine in general. 

in many ways echoes Kuhn in 

"truth" to the mot ion ot thé 

On the task of the scientlst 
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Feyerabend writes: 

The task of the scientist, however, is no 
longer "to sEarch for the truth," or "to 
praise god," or lOto systematize observations," 
or "to improve predictions." These are but 
side effects of an act1vity to which his [sic] 
attention lS now mainly div1ded and which is 
lOto make the weaker case stronger" as the 
sophists said, and thereby to sus tain the 
motion of the whole. (1985, 30) 

Feyerabend serves as a bridge between Popper and Kuhn in 

this case, and helps one to see how, and in which ways, Popper 

and Kuhn converge. Each differs according to the degree to 

which science is predominantly "normal" and "extraordinary," 

yet both depart from the initial assumption that the world is 

rational. Kuhn's lOglC is a historical relativism, that the 

role of the scientist is relative to historical and cultural 

space and not relative to "truth." Popper' s is a logic of 

falsification adhering to the possibility for absolute and 

objective "truth." However, he does allow for the disclaimer 

that one may never hold the whole of truth in one' s palm 

(Popper 1970, 56). Accumulation of knowledge is for Popper a 

route to "truth." In this sense Popper maintains faith in a 

promise of progress for the sciences: 

l do admit that at any moment we are prisoners 
caught in the framework of our theories; our 
expectationsi our past experiences; our 
language. But we are prisoners in a 
Pickwickian sense: if we try, we can break out 
of our framework at any time. Admittedly, we 
shall find ourselves aga in in a framework, but 
it will be a better and roomier one; and we 
can at any moment break out of it again. 
(1970, 56) 

Popper regards the shift from one framework to another as 
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a matter of cholce, a change in technique. In light of thlS 

conjecture, Kuhn's notion of paradigm shifts differs 

significantly from Popper's "choice model" of scientlfic 

technique, and therefore aligns with overall eplstemolagicdl 

change. For Kuhn, it is not possible to leave a framework 

without first undergoing a radical shift in ways of seeing 

problems. Popper, in comparison, assumes that resistance ta 

frameworks and paradigms belongs to the ingenuity of the 

scientist. For Kuhn, it is not choice, but rather crises in 

methodology that make for revolutions. Crises are saturated 

with pure potential--potential for the insurgence of 

"extraordinary" research, and, after this, members of a 

scientific community experience a change in the way problems 

are percei ved. Changes in perception are not in aU cases 

equated with epistemological breakthroughs; however, it is in 

the wake of waves and gaps produced by perception shifts that 

the researcher/historian/philosopher pieces together an 

epistemological map. In self -reflection, epistemological 

shifts are produced as "effects" of an ongoing reorganization 

of knowledge. This is what l understand to be Kuhn' s main 

contribution to the history and philosophy of science: the 

susceptibility of scientific discovery to cultural, social, 

and historical overlap, delineating highly "irrational" 

processes. 
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The Value in Critically Acce~ting a Kuhnian Paradigm 

l began with questions concerning Kuhn' s cont.ributions to 

the history and philosophy of science, and suggested that in 

arder to assess these contribut.ions as either coming from an 

epistemologist, or a chronicler of history, one would have to 

be able to sit.uate Kuhn self-reflexively in terms of his text. 

l argue that he can be sit.uated self-reflexively in part, yet 

remains tethered to his own unproblematized account of 

"obj ect i vi ty" and "rationality." This raises a very important 

question: how does one reconcile t.he considerable status 

warrant.ed by a Kuhnian paradigm in the hist.ory and philosophy 

of science with the fact that this impact by far exceeds the 

immediate depth of his arguments? To reiterate a comment made 

at the beg1nning of this chapter, the key is in how Kuhn works 

with the concept of history. 

Kuhn makes clear one very important aspect of historical 

research: in order to dismantle linear conceptions of history 

and progress narratives, one must evaluate the contributions 

of players in history relative to the historical frameworks in 

which they are situated, and not as forerunners of cumulative 

stories. When the flow of history lS disturbed, such 

disturbances reveal textures that may otherwise rema1n 

levelled by the 

ordered activity. 

the possibility 

trail of stories defining science as an 

In breaking this trail, Kuhn acknowledges 

for the irrational moments otherwise 

camouflaged by traditional scientific approaches, and in so 



36 

doing considers the very subjective aspects of scientific 

discovery. 

It is this inclusion of "sub]ectivity" ln sC1ence histOly 

that helps to reconcile the contradlct ion between Kuhn' S 

significant contribution to epistemological debates in science 

history on the one hand, and the superficial detcul of ln::; 

arguments in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions on the 

other. In this respect, l prefer to situate Kuhn as a catalyst 

to an episternological shi ft, but only in the way that one 

observe Kuhn's own conception of history and discovery, beinq 

that the significance of the event is always produced in 

retrospect when it is considered alongside other 

circurnstances. Thus, there rernain a few sensitive aredS ln 

Kuhn's argument where it does not stand the test of a paradigm 

shift. In closing, l would like to surnrnarlze these soft spots 

and identify how in taking a step beyond Kuhn (though not 

rejecting him) the value of his contributions are amplified. 

The first problem pertains to self-reflexivity. Allhough 

he attempts to reflect critically upon the history and 

philosophy of science, Kuhn does not adequately interrogate 

his own position as a historian of science. What l mean is 

that Kuhn, while careful to rethink linear narratives of 

progress, and to examine science as a socially organi zed 

activity, he returns his critique to the present Vla a 

similarly ordered path. That is, he deviates from the rational 

and the cumulative nnly to return to reworking a rational 
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programme ln the end. He does not develop cri tiques of 

"objectivity" and "rationality" as concepts, but instead 

criticizes only the instances in which science makes use of 

these terrns. For Kuhn these terms are problematic in 

applicatlon, yet not problematic by definition. As a result, 

his historical inquiry is diluted by a retention of 

traditional notions of "objectivity" and "rationality." This 

is rnost evident in his conception of science as a normal 

activity interrupted by crises, and followed by the practice 

of extraordinary research, returning in the end to a normal 

pattern, and so on. This logic preserves obvious continuity, 

offset only by abberations that are relative to historical 

time and place. 

This brings 

relativism. Kuhn's 

sword. Initially, 

me to a second problem: historical 

relat i vist argument is a double-edged 

he breaks with a linear description of 

science history in his attempt to locate scientists relative 

to their historical contexts. By contextualizing science he is 

able to instigate a critique of the way in which historical 

events are threaded together to naturalize scientific 

knowledge as pre-determined. However, with relativism as an 

alternative to positivist determination he avoids, with 

dangerous "innocence," the issue of responsibility. Kuhn's 

thesis, in accepting the interchangeability and mobility of 

the historically relative" subj ect, " ironically, avoids having 

to situate the sarne subject in terms of responsibility and 
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accountability. 

The relativist argument, while it attempts to dismanrlp 

dogmatism, risks dissolving important boundaries 

distinction that respond to accountability, responsibillty, 

and privileged perspective. It is this "when in Rome" ,1ttlrurlp 

that undermines the quality of research: 

What is 'Rome'? The upper class of the 
contemporary municipality of that name? 
Centra 1 Italy? The Common Market? Catholic 
Europe? Countless boundaries, geographic and 
social, vertical and horizontal, criss-cross 
each other in a rapidly changing world. 
Relativism is not so much a doctrine as an 
affectation. That signpost seems to point 
nowhere, or everywhere. (Gellner, 49) 

How does one situate relativism? Is it a pretence'.' 

Behaviour? Technique? By taking historical relativism ,-t:'1 

critical method, Kuhn shifts technlque and method ln t}w' 

history and philosophy of science. However, l would incllldp. 

here that he does not go far enough to have altered the way ln 

which we view problems. His is a unlque and ser10U:; 

contribution to epistemology, but is not sufficient to turn 

the tables entirely. In order to do so, he would have to have 

situated himself more critically in terms of his text, that 1:3 

to establish just what his privileged perspective is. This i::i 

not achieved in his text, but is d point of departure for 

critical shifts in "objectivity" and "rationality" for <J 

ferninist science project. 

With Kuhn's ideas in mind, l suggest that one retaln his 

agenda as a building block, an entry point to developinq 
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conternporary shifts in epistemology. One must remain cognlzant 

of the fact that it falls short of dealing explicitly wlth the 

very serious issue of what one might mean by "objectivity" in 

science, and in research . .. lnqulrles in general. without 

questioning the terminology, it is difficult to see how any 

research programme could be anything other than tainted. And 

for this largue that Kuhn' s position of privilege has 

prevented hirn from arguing through a sophisticated critique of 

"objectivity" and "rationality." Returning to Masterman, 

Kuhn'a position is more than that of a historian-poet, but 

only in so far as he maintains a traditional rnetaphysical 

point of view. 

Who, then, has the credibility to question? The 

scientists for whom modern notions of "objectivity" and 

"rationality" have served them weIl in their pursuits? Those 

whose inquiries hedge on a sociological understanding of 

institutions such as science? Or better yet, the "others" 

'2clipsed by traditional notions of "objectivity" and 

"rationality?" For this we must move beyond Kuhn and look at 

his work in light of feminist critiques of science. In the 

chapter following l develop these critiques, and discuss how 

in both accept ing and undermining Kuhn, they have succeeded in 

drawing out issues which Kuhn, in his approach to scientific 

discovery as influenced by paradigm shifts, has only touched 

upon. The philosophical moment that l refer to is the breaking 

away of feminist epistemology from the history and philosophy 
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of a "neutral" science. This, l bel~eve, is the radical shift 

that Kuhn was looking to unravel in The Structure of 

Scientific Revolutions. 



Chapter Two 

Feminist practice and the Problem of "Objectivity" 

Observing a Kuhnian paradigm, we learn that the 

scientific research process is not independent of shifts in 

the phenomenological world, and includes the overlap of 

social, cultural, and historical circumstances. That is, the 

subject matter selected for study, the inclusion and exclusion 

of criteria, and the methodological choices one makes in 

establishing a research programme are sociological phenomena. 

Investigations and results, as Kuhn was careful to point out 

for science studies, do not exist outside the realm of values 

and interests; nor do phenomena, or subj ects of inquiry, 

change in relation to a fixed, and disengaged observer. 

A Kuhnian paradigm draws attention to these bases and 

biases involved in the decision-making and research processes. 

Using Kuhn as a starting point, feminist critics of SClence 

are concerned with these issues and engage critique that is 

part icularly sensi t ive to an interrogation of subj ect and 

object positions. While Kuhn's contributions to the "relative" 

positioning of the researcher have proved to be a valuable 

starting point for science studies as social/cultural studies, 

the feminist critique challenges the e~11pathetic 

interchangeability and mobility of the researcher. Theirs is 

a desire ta engage in discussions of the terms of reference 



42 

for research, specIfically ta develop d sense of "obJect ivity" 

and "rationality" that works for El feminist science ptoJect-. 

Sandra Harding and Evelyn Fox :E~eIler, for eXdmple, empilas l::P 

the mui t i - faceted importance of discussinq gender di f f en-?I1l'p 

in science studies, and in so dOIng calI into quesr Ion rhl-" 

foundations upon which the institution of SCience l1el:; bt-'t,n 

cultivated.: While making a commitment to polltici::inq 

subjective "experience" in the research process, HLudll1Y ,1l1d 

Fox Keller are sensitive ta the problem of essenticlIi::irH) 

subject position when establishing and defending point (lt 

view. 

In rethinking the intellectual position feminist scl101.:\rs 

have occupied as insiders/outsider.: in "traditional" academic 

spaces, feminist inquiry must address the problem (Jf 

naturalizing binary oppositions. Ta evoke Kuhn once more, rhe 

dialogue he sets up between the rational and the irration~l 

aspects of science begins ta critique the binary logic rhar 

has naturalized science as an intellectual pursuit. A femlni~r 

science proj ect, coming out of critiques sueh as Kuhn'::; ot 

Il traditional Il modes of analysis, must work ta disturb r IIF: 

gender binary that has succeeded in bath isolatiny und 

relegating ta particular enclaves the "feminine" in science. 

: Harding and Fox Keller have discussed at length the issue of 
gender. For Evelyn Fox Keller's argument see the artIcles "How 
gender matters, or, why it's so hard for us ta count past tW(J" and 
"Feminism and SClence." For Sandra Harding's point of Vlew see "The 
Instability of Analytical CategorIes of Feminist Theory Il 
"Eplstemological QuestIons" and The Science Question in Feminism. 
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In additlon, a feminist proJect must maintain a critlcal 

specificity of "situatedness" of subject position in order to 

challenge the problem of gender exclusivlty. The most 

signiflcant of these concerns is to sus tain a strategy of 

belief in science while proceeding to raze privileged notions 

of "objectivity" and "value-neutrality" that have made it 

difficult for feminist research to gain ground ln the 

sciences. Put another way, the strategy is to dismantle a 

privileged sense of binary opposition in order to situate this 

binary as partial among multi-dimensional perspectives.-

A critical inquiry of this kind must familiarize itself 

with the potential for superficial ideological shifts, 

especially when the issue at hand j nvolves rethinking and 

reconsidering structures of authority. To replace masculinist 

stories with feminist ones, or to reject fixed objectivity in 

favour of a travelling relativism, is to deconstruct the 

machine in order to reconstruct it. Rather, we should 

investigate how infinite mobility and judgment in terms of 

relativisrn represent vested interests. Thus, the problern 

persists: what do we mean by the term "objectivity," and 

further, how can feminist theory propose a responsible 

revisionist schema that breaks out of a binary logic 

l develop this point in Chapter Three with specific 
reference to Donna Haraway, who argues for a radical specificity of 
subject position while maintaining that "vision" is intensely 
multi-dimensional. Her critique echoes I1ineteenth-century visual 
and perceptual techniques, which l discuss in connection to the 
work of art historian and epistemologist Jonathan Crary. 
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(subj ect 1 obj ect, feminine /mascul ine) and aCCOUI1 t stOL r 11t-" 

"sltuatedness" of the observer: 

"Responslble" research, therefore, must t ake t 0 t L1:3k r 11t-" 

paradoxical fiction of the researcher as both present 111 r ht" 

experiment, and absent from value judgments. The eqlllvc)(',tl 

tone of this dialogue is not illusion, but is l111 ,\('tlldl 

predicament for the researcher. It requlres that one qllP~.;t: 11)11 

the terms of reference upon which inquiry is based: vdlw"'­

neutral inquiry is never lnnocent of circumstance. 

In Chapter One l suggested that "rational" SClence, 

steeped in its own metaphors of reflection and reproduct HJIl, 

supports the possibili ty for proj ecting a "mirrored" Imi ver::;e 

through value-absent objectivity, and that such causally 

invested inquiry proposes the possibility for a "t t ue" 

reflection of the natural world. While there are speci fie 

charges to be made about the "nature" of Cartesian-influencerl 

rationality, the purpose of my critique is to discus~~ huw 

certain social, cultural, and historirai arrangement::; hd\ff-' 

helped to perpetuate a Cartesian-influenced value system. In 

this way l ernbrace Bordo' s argument tha t explores Carte;:> ldn 

rationalism "as a defensive response to that separatiun 

anxiety, an aggressive intellectual "flight from the feminine" 

into the modern scientific universe of purity, clarity, and 

objectivity" (5). 

(including binary 

largue that the Cartesian predicament 

distinction, and point-to-point visual 

perspective in the pursuit of "truth") be considered a pivotaI 
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[J01nt from Wh1Ch to engage in critlcal debates on contemporary 

,::.plstemology. 

My retention of Bordo's "flight from the feminine" is 

used to mark an escape from a system of values to which there 

13 no return. In this way, l suggest that one reconsider a 

nostalgic desire to return to methods and modes of seeing that 

are of history 1 s past. The point here is to understand that 

whlle epistemology denotes the "connectedness" of 

observational practices, one cannot approach a study of 

epistemo1ogy with the hope of making a circular and organic 

j ourney to an ini tial and idea1 starting pOlnt. In this 

respect, 1 argue that our observational practices are 

technologically bound (but not determined), and the way in 

which we make stories about these processes is related to how 

one locates the concept of history. l return to this pOlnt in 

greater detail in Chapter Three. A Kuhnian conception of 

paradigmatic organization, therefore, 1ends itself to a 

revis10nist project of historica1 inquiry, and provides an 

important opening for feminist inquiries to challenge 

traditional conceptions of "rationality" and "objectivity." 

In this chapter l introduce ferninist empiricist and 

standpoint critiques of science in the context of groundwork 

analyses that have prepared a terrain for wider objectivity 

debates. l refer to what Haraway descrlbes as "situated 

know1edges" (1988, 575-97), and what Harding sees as a need 

for "str"ong objectivity" (1991, 138-63). Central to my concern 
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are the problems implicit in replaclng traditional concept lons 

of "objectivity" with "femlnized" models, WhlCh are eqtkllly 

susceptible to their own power dynamic as are tradi t i011\..11 

models. Secondly 1 l would like to communicate the danger ot 

sirnply shifting to a relativism that positions itself both 

everywhere and nowhere, or as Donna Haraway has sugges t ed, r hl:" 

other side of the "God trick. ,,1 Finally, the last part of t 111:-; 

chapter at tempts a strategy for a "feminist" methodology thar 

has currency beyond the "ghetto" of "feminized" research, and 

one that can be imported to the study of communicatlom,. 

Feminist inquiry is not an addit ional rnethodological 

approach to address and satisfy gender inclusiveness. On the 

contrary, it signals a distinct moment in epistemological 

development at which the observer shifts in technique ot 

observation. This shift pertains to an "otherness" ln 

discourse and observation, not in an empathetic way to OCCllpy 

the "other's" position, but rather in a manner in which th(,? 

observer engages in an awareness of his/her own "othernes~" 

and subject position of objectivity. Ferninist inquiry i3 110r 

the Il only" approach to achieve this; however, largue that t h~ 

ferninist contribution is a significant turning point thùt ITIust 

1 See Haraway 1988, 581-83. Here she refers to the "God trick" 
as the act of playing authori ty, rnarking the wor ld, and di rect i nq 
"truth." The other side of the coin of the "God trick" i;;; 
relativisrn in which situatedness is constantly shiftlng such that 
the observer is saturated in perspective at the very mOffiF?nt that 
the observer is not locatable in terms of any distinct r- f~r~nce 
point. In this narrative, "anything goes." For Donna Harélway, 
therefore, there two sides to every "God trick" COln, and tIn:-; i:::.; 
a point to be wary of in research inqulry. 
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be considered in contemporary epistemological inquiry. 

This shift in epistemology directs attention to 

disarming traditional fOllndations of authority, arguing that 

beneath these fictions there have always been ~foundations~ of 

dIfference on which knowledge production turns. 4 Knowledge-

seeking, probing, and looking do not necessarily align with 

panoptic metaphors. Rather these activities must be assessed 

as partial in their at tempts to recover, reclaim, and reinvent 

visual metaphors of "truth. ~ 5 In this respect, even relati vism 

as a critical alternative must be held accountable for "value-

presence. " 

" This idea cornes up in the work of Donna Haraway, whose 
arguments regarding identity politics of ethnicity and gender have 
in part focused upon the Third World, "feminized" worker. Central 
to this is her use of Trinh Minh-ha' s concept of the 
"in/appropriated other" --one who does not fit the modern taxon--as 
a way of using difference critically so as to avoid the liberal 
humanist vocabulary that attempts to reflect rationality in the 
Image of i tsel f. Thus, she critiques "rationality" as an invention 
of the Enlightenment, regarding it as one of many fictions. In 
thlS, foundations of authority presented as the ordered universe 
are 111usIve, and do not necessarIly lead to objective "truths", 
unInterrupted by social, historical, and cultural circumstances. 
See Donna Haraway "Promises of Monsters" and Trinh T. Minh-ha, 
"DIfference: 'A Special Third World Women Issue'." 

r, By this l mean metaphors that denote "seeing is believing". 
Ocular obsession and and visual precedence in the world breathes 
into our writing such that we take great pains in resisting the 
probabllity of never "seeing aIl," and likewise never being able to 
"tell aIl." Again, the desire to know seduces vision and we slip 
into the same metaphors over and over again. Double vision, multi­
vision, and partial vision are three potential situations that have 
yet to be assessed more carefully. The challenge, therefore, is not 
to see fully, but rather to "see partially." 
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Feminist Bpistemology in its Barly Incarnations: Feminist 
Bmpiricist and Standpoint Theories 

The feminist empiriclst and standpoint appt'oaches dlP 

motivated by a resistance to, and an interrogation of, 

traditional structures of authority. The femlnist stcmdp01I1t 

approach, influenced by Marxist analysis, uses crit lCcÜ 

inquiry to dismantle hierarchies of knowledge. An empir'lc,l L 

approach, in contrast, seeks less to question the overL1l1 

structure of epistemology, and focuses instead on equitabh~ 

patterns of research prefaced by the inclusion of gender to 

remedy inequity. 

Harding suggests that inserting feminism into masculine-

defined theoretical approaches (for example, structuralisrrl, 

post-structuralism, Marxisrn, herrneneutics, critical theory, 

radical critiques of science) suffices only to provide 

ferninist theory with a rneans by which to participate ln 

masculine dialogue (1987b, 283 -8). In the end we defend our 

reinterpretations to patriarchy instead of speaking ta other 

ferninists about bridging the gap between feminist and 

masculinist discrepancies. Feminist empiricist responses, in 

their belief that by transcending gender we may reach a "t ruer 

objectivity," critique research processes in which theories, 

concepts, methods and interpretations of results have been 

distorted by masculine bias. While they acknowledge the 

absence and need for consideratlon of "female" as a category 

in research, feminist empiricism commits to value-free tenets. 

Rather than direct critique toward the institution of SClence 
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and social science, these apprnaches are firmly grounded in 

scienti fic method. Here Harding elaborates upon the princip les 

of femlnist empiricism: 

By identifying and eliminating masculine bias 
through more rigorous adherence to scientific 
methods, we can get an objective, de-gendered 
(and in that sense, value-free) picture of 
nature and social life. Feminist inqulry 
represents not a substltutlon of one gender 
loyalty for the other--one subjectivlsm for 
another--but the transcendence of gender which 
thereby increases ob]ectivity. (1986, 289) 

This approach, rather than problematize the intellectual 

architecture put in place by Enlightenment philosophy, 

supports it. Underlying the argument for empirical research is 

a primary assumption that human beings are rational beings, 

where "rationality" has a distinct innateness outside of 

social, cultural, and historical relations. At the level of 

value-neutrality of research, feminist ideology links up with 

an overall llberal ideology of science that supposes "man, " in 

confronting the natural world, as Elizabeth Fee reminds us, 

lOis capable of creating a rational knowledge of that world 

through a process of testing and discarding hypotheses, and 

thus gradually progressing toward an ever more complete 

knowledge of nature" (9). 

Feminist empiricism is sensitive to sexist social 

relations i however, while i t recognizes these inequalities, it 

believes in the possibility of a "successor science" that can 

simultaneously remain faithful to scientific method, and 

transcend sex differences. It is a philosophy of equalization 
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ln which "truth" is served by value-neutral research thc1t Lit 

one level acknowledges how the feminine has been disparaged, 

and at another proposes to transcend gender as a cateqory 

altogether. Sex differences are naturallzed and neutrall=ed, 

ignoring the significance of the social milieu in which these 

differences are formed. 

Evelyn Fox Keller suggests that this juxtapo::;it ion ot 

gender and science has two versions, the "one-two step" cU1d 

the "two-one step" (1992, 42). The former signifies thp 

division of the world into two, whereby gender is determined 

by biology, and science is natural, ul timately reinforcing 

gender stereotypes. That is, science is not a woman's domain. 

Fox Keller argues that the neutralization of the feminine is 

a response to sex stereotyping in science. It r-epresents the 

feminist empiricist attempt to combat exclusion of thp 

"feminine" from the public domain and the domain of science. 

Exclusion is countered with a practice of hiding the feminine 

referent. Fox Keller critiques this practice and argues that 

positions of both difference and non-difference remain in 

juxtaposition to an "other" referent. She explains: 

Women had observed that the di vislon of the 
world into two serves them poorly -- it serves 
to exclude them from the domain of publlC 
life, of power, and of science. The claim that 
we are different meant that we are less. Quite 
reasonably, therefore, women fightlng for 
admission into the world of SClence countered 
with the claim, no, we are not dlfferent. But 
there' s a hldden kicker in thlS move, that 
only becomes evident with the question: 
different, or not different, from whom? (Fox 
Keller 1992, 42) 
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In a comparable critique of empiriclsm and the "hidden 

ref8rent, " Armstrong and Armstrong are wary of the posslbility 

of using numbers to provide a representation of social life. 

Numbers are inadequate aids to gaining an understanding of 

women's situatlons in which the status of women is 

"carnouE laged by researchers' reference to scienti f ic 

methodology, by the adoption of non-sexist language, by the 

use oE similar questions for both sexes, and by the 

tabulation, according to sex, of most data" (Armstrong & 

Armstrong, 54). The point here is, can nurnbers represent 

social life, and further, what kinds of methodological 

assurnptions must be made in order to invest ln "numbers" 

research? 

The empirical approach, while aiming to counter issues of 

sexisrn by neutralizing sexist bias, overlooks the 

"realpolitik" of ideological and social bases in research 

methodology. In addi tion, it does not respond to other 

institutional circumstances that perpetuate sex differences by 

neglecting ta acknowledge empiricism as context-bound. Instead 

of radically shifting methodology, this approach clings to a 

conservat ive logic, and is as rule bound as sexist 

appropriations of empirical research. Therefore, how can the 

Eeminist empiricist approach release itself from masculinist 

properties of universal belief and rules if it observes a 

similar pattern of rule-driven, statistic-driven, image-driven 

research? 
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This is perhaps the most problemat.ic aspect of a feminist 

empiricist approach (or any empirically based approach for 

t.hat mat.ter): that. a syst.ematic "imaging" of the world can be 

derived from statistical represent.ations. It is this 

conservatism- -tradi tionally accepted modes of scient. i fic 

analyses reshaped by feminists--that has prompted fem~nlsts 

outside empiricist. circles t.o look for methodological 

alternat.ives: the feminist standpoint approach. 

Feminist. standpoint. theories borrow from Marxist 
• 

historical mat.erialism to address sex differences, and to draw 

attention to the material conditions that sus tain these 

differences. Standpoint theories are political, and arguably 

essentializing, in their approach to social relat lons. From a 

position that endeavours to. expose and challenge material 

inequalities, they argue that "experience" is a crit.ical 

aspect of knowledge production, and that "experience," 

specifically women' s experience, is devalued in value-neutral 

studies. The standpoint approach lends a voice to certain 

social groups whose experiences, because of social pos~tion, 

have either been distorted, or ignored completely. This 

feminist perspective takes Marx' s concept of alienated labour 

and applies i t to the domestic sphere, even where Marx himself 

does not specifically write about the status of the domestic 

labourer. 6 

6 This is Nancy Hartsock's transposition of Marxist ideology 
onto feminist politics: "If, to paraphrase Marx, we follow the 
worker home from the factory, we can once again percei ve a change 
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The standpoint approach identifies the inconsistencies 

that comprise social relations thereby seeking to politicize 

these relations, and to pull them out of marked fen:inine 

spaces. It prioritizes the "situatedness" of the historical 

and feminine subj ect, but does not propose to surrender 

subject position to a taxon of binary oppositions. Hartsock, 

who is critical of the transparency of dualism, makes sex 

relations more complex, and in so doing demonstrates 

scepticism toward feminist research that begins and ends with 

the inclusion of gender as the missing half of the male! female 

dichotomy. In the following she identifies the "essence" of a 

standpoint perspectlve and provides this definition: 

Rather than a simple dual ism, [standpoint] 
posits a duality of levels of reality, of 
which the deeper level or essence both 
includes and explains the 01 surface" or 
appearance, and indicates the logic by means 
of which the appearance inverts and di stort s 
the deeper reality. In addition, the concept 
of a standpolnt depends on the assumption that 
epistemology grows in a complex and 
contradictory way from material life. 
(Hartsock 1987, 160) 

Standpoint theory acknowledges inclusiveness a~ an 

integral component of research, while it proceeds to delve 

in the dramatis personae. He who before followed behind as the 
worker, timid and holding back, with nothing to expect but a 
hiding, now strides in front while a third person, not specifically 
present in Marx' s account of the transaction between capitalist and 
worker (both of whom are male) follows timidly behind, carrying 
groceries, baby and diapers" (1987, 64). She extends the parameters 
of Marxist epistemology to include the domestic sphere and the 
domest lC worker who is otherwise absent in his work. See also 
Hartsock' s book, Money, sex, and power for more on her marxist 
perspective. 
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deeper into the structural "logic" under which "reality" 

opera tes. Gender, therefore, is important, but so are the 

conditions in place that make gender a value-loaded and 

contradictory concept. 

The feminist standpoint position, while it values 

"subjectivity" and the rnaterial conditions that 

subjective experience, depends on two "problem" 

comprise 

concepts: 

"reality" and "experience." Reality automatically evokes a 

contest between the more "true" and more "false" conceptions 

of the way the world works, and experience privileges the 

informant, the one who "experiences" and therefore can express 

masculine distortion with an element of adequacy. Hartsock 

begins to allude to this problem in terrns of the complex 

deviation of theory from practice and of practice from theory i 

however, as l discuss later in the chapter in terrns of 

Harding's conception of "strong objectivity, Il this approach 

cloaks essentialism. 

At the risk of entering into a philosophical tangle, l 

must introduce the problematic of "understanding." That is, 

simply because l "see" and l "experience," does this 

necessarily preclude that l understand? My charge is not 

against an essentialism implicit in the work of standpoint 

feminists. It is linked to the predicament of seeing and 

believing, seeing and understanding. In this way, standpoint 

theories cling to a logic of reason, a logic of the rational, 

in that they assume that by introducing complexity and webbed 



55 

relations to analyses we may interpret a thlng cailed 

"reality," that we may get a clearer picture. Standpoints, 

al though they are perspect ives, are also complete perspectives 

and conjure a discourse of "wholism" in their relatlon to time 

and place. While our vision is mediated by historical and 

material condi tions, the result is to come full circle by 

identifying a distortion of vision. That is, if one can reflne 

the categories of analysis and make Experience count, one may 

access "reality." The problem now turns to epistemological 

notions of the "real." It is not the purpose of this thesis to 

ascribe to perceptions of the "real." However, in painting to 

this tautology, largue that totality in any perspective does 

not sufficientIy bypass binary oppositions, but rather it 

reinforces this binary. 

Bpistemological Panic and Frustration 

This is the frustrating aspE'ct of epistemological 

inquiry: the potential loss of the political by succumbing to 

circular arguments. However, there are ferninist interests that 

attempt to break out o~ this circle. They are as ambitious as 

the Enlightenrnent project to which our techniques of 

observation and structures of thinking are potently connected, 

and involve a radical rethinking of "objectivity" in ways that 

can retain its operational value without replicating value­

neutral, liberal ideologies. 

This work cornes from feminists who believe ln a need for 
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science, yet who aiso express their dissatisfaction with the 

terms on which it has been passed on by Enlightenment reason 

and rationality, and filtered through narratives of progres5 

and industrialization. In particular l would like to draw 

attention to the ideas of Sandra Harding and Donna Haraway, 

who, as feminist critics of science, challenge the terms of 

reference of "objectivity" and remain wary of relativist 

alternatives in their efforts to put a "successor science" to 

work. 

"Strong Objectivity" and the Meed for Situated lCnowledges 

Sandra Harding asks whether standpo~nt theory has 

abandoned objectivity to embrace relativism, or whether it has 

in fact "remained too firmly entrenched in a destructive 

objectivism that increasingly is criticized from many 

quarters" (1991, 139). Harding's point ~s to be taken 

seriously, and is one that connects with the above-stated 

problem in which largue that standpoint theory assumes that 

research inquiry is a rational pursuit, and that we ma~ntain 

a conscious awareness of our vested interests in research at 

aIl times. Such rational assumptions are at cross purposes 

with the very relative exercise of interpretation. This is a 

complicated turn of events that requires a keen strategy in 

order to avoid slipping into the abyss of over-relativizing, 

and value-neutral bias. 

The challenge presented to feminist epistemology, it 

, 
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would appear, ~s to continue to dismantle mascul1.n~st 

structures W1.thout erecting new systems of authority in their 

place. That is, if we are going to legitimately reorganize 

canons, we have to be sensitive to the substitution of new 

ones. This task demands the presence and responsibility of the 

observer as an integral component in the research process. We 

must be able to locate the observer at the crossroads between 

socially situated knowledge and absolute objectivity. Thus, my 

question is not what can feminist inquiry do for objectivity, 

but rather what can "objectivity" as a concept do for feminist 

inqu.i.ry, when the assumption of rationali ty in inquiry in 

general is a point of contention. 

To address this question, l rely on Harding's speculation 

about the "naturalness" of nature that is often misconceived 

1.n traditional ob]ectivity-driven methodologies: 

What objectivism cannot conceptualize is the 
need for critical examination of the 
"intentionality of nature"--meaning not that 
nature is no different from humans (in having 
intentions, desires, interests, and values or 
in constructing its own meaningful "way of 
life", and so on) but that nature as-the­
obj ect -of -hurnan-knowledgE' never cornes to us 
"naked" i it cornes only a~; already constituted 
in social thought. (1991, 147) 

What Harding's point draws attention to are the 

"rnediated" properties nature. Or rather, nature, as it appears 

to us, is the produced effect of a multitude of overlapping 

pract ices, or what Harding expresses as "already consti tuted 

in social thought." Harding' s point has more signif icance than 

s1.mply to be restricted to ideologico-political terms. Here 
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there is a difference between mediation, the conception of a 

filter through which knowledge passes, and constitut~on, the 

conception of a patchwork arrangement of disparate yet related 

elernents. Mediation is tethered to point-to-point processes, 

whereas constitution suggests a greater complexity in the way 

in which information cornes together. As l discuss further in 

Chapter Three, this attends to the difference between linear 

perspective of the Enlightenment and shifts te mult~-

dimensional perspective which took place during the nineteenth 

century. 

Donna Haraway pues this another way when she taiks about 

a need for "non-innocent" ways of seeing, ways that include 

bcth ethics and politics in the research process. Haraway's 

critique of traditional conceptions of "objectivity" brings to 

light the necessary and contradictory paradoxes that are 

companions to a particularly ferninist retrievai of objectivity 

studies: 

Ferninists don't need a doctrine of objectivity 
that promises transcendence, a story that 
loses track of its rnediations just where 
sorneone rnight be held responslble for 
something, and unlimited instrumental power. 
We don't want a theory of innocent powers to 
represent the world, where language and bodies 
both fall into the bliss of organic symbiosis. 
We aiso don't want to theorize the world, much 
less act within it, in terms of Global 
Systems, but we do need an earth-wide network 
of connections, ~ncluding the ab~lity 
partially to translate knowledges among ver-.1 
different--and power-differentiated-­
cornrnunities. (1988,579) 

Haraway' s argument is that we cannot transcend the 
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polltlCS of gender without transcending biology and the 

rl1sr::ourses and practlces by which we are constituted. That is, 

dS lCJng as we have bodies, we also have posi t ions ln the 

social world. There are certain knowledge clalms from certain 

social positions that have stakes in establishlng the 

parameters of what counts and what most certainly does not 

count as knowledge. Thus, gender is discursively negotiated, 

and so too are bodies. Her emphasis on connection is not 

oriented toward making links so as to achieve a systematic 

reconfiguration of connected bodies (a functional approach), 

but rather i5 one that acknowledges the perpetuai 

reorgani zation of relations between and among cornmuni t ies, 

where special interests, power dynamics, and social relations 

make up the Interference pattern. In this scenario, ethics and 

responsibility are unabashedly value-loaded, and are also what 

separate feminist objectivity from an "innocent," or a 

supposedly value-neutral objectivity. 

The term "value-loaded," as l have used it, needs to be 

situated. Understood as "bias," this term denotes substitution 

of one authority for another. However, if we regard "value­

loaded" as signalllng the need for a self-reflexive component 

in research, it raises the importance of the partial, and 

rejects the impartial. The privilege of partial perspective is 

the awareness of one's own "non-innocence" in moving in the 

world. Again, awareness of "non-innocence" is not a function 

of learnlng, obtaining, collecting, and compiling information. 
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It is to have a sense of one's "situatedness" ln production 111 

circumstances, as opposed to construction of them. This is an 

intricate tangle of semantics whereby the choice between "of" 

and "in," two seemingly "innocent" words, ~s of utmost 

significance. The observer in this arrangement, with respect 

to objectivity, is not outside of the social world and ln 

posi t ion ta look down upon i t, nor outward on lt 1 but l
, ,~ . , 

situated in it, seeing not in totality, but in partiallty, or 

for Donna Haraway, partial perspective. 

Harding's call for strength, therefore, lends itselt to 

a notion of self-reflexivity that l identify as compatible 

with Haraway's notion of partial perspective. It lS a way of 

seein~ that regards responsibility, ethics and self-

reflexi vi ty as central to aIl dlScussions of obj ecti vi ty, élnd 

is critical of alternatives that are elitlst. 1 Harding 

explains: 

To ~nact or operationalize the directive of 
strong objectivity is ta value the Other's 
perspective and to pass over in thought into 
the social condition that creates it -- not in 
order to stay there to "go native" or merge 
the self with the Other, but ln order to look 
back at the sel f in aIl its cultural 
particularity from a more dlstant, critical, 

, Harding is particularly critical of women's studies QS ctn 
integrative and inclusive approach to the study of wornen':3 
oppression. She is sensitive to the very "real" capaclty for whlte, 
Western feminism to provide tutelage for "other" femlnlsts. Sf:!8 the 
chapter "Strong Objectlvity and Socially Situated Knowledqe" in 
Whose Science? Whose Knowledge (138-63). 
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objectifying location. B 

The question of "otherness" is a site of major 

reconstruction of discussions of objectivity. While both the 

observer and the "other" are situated, the perspective of 

"otherness" is not unique to subjects of inquiry as we 

objectif y them. That is, if we follow Harding's backward-

looking approach as outlined in the above quotation, the 

possibility of "otherness" is not restricted to the subject of 

study, but that the situation of "otherness" includes the 

observer. In passing over into the social conditions that 

create the "other," and reflecting upon the "self" from this 

migratory location, the observer passes over into the social 

conditions of his/her own otherness. Haraway supports this ln 

her approach to the promise of objectivlty that is partial 

connection, where the knower takes the subject position of 

objectivity (1988, 586). l am my own "other," and likewise l 

am never without my own "other." 

A similar approach to obj ectivity and otherness is 

evidenced in James Clifford' s work (in edi torial collaboration 

with George Marcus) who argues that ethnographie "truths" are 

"inherently partial--committed and incomplete" (7). Again, 

here is the thread of responsibili ty and Il situatedness, " this 

, See Hardlng 1991, 151. Hardin'J's perspective here IS very 
sl.Inl.lar to sel f -reflexive critiques in ethnography. In particular, 
see the Jlm Cllfford's "Introduction" in Writing Culture: The 
Poetics and Politl.cS of Ethnography (1-26) . Clifford summarlzes the 
crlsis of observation experienced in the field of ethnography in 
wIn ch not lons 0 f cul t ural imper ial ism, repres entat ion of others, 
and the problem of writing culture are pressing ethical issues. 
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time located in a methodological critique of anthropology. In 

connection to a perceived "poetics" in science w~'iting as 

suggested by Kuhn, Clifford and Marcus concede that there is 

both a llterary and a poetlc component to fieldwork writ il19 

about the "other." It is not to replace "truth" with a more 

congeniai conception of writing results. Rather, the turn ta 

"poetics" moves away from a "truth" model of scientlfically 

obj ecti ve analyses, yet does not run counter 111 a way that 

promotes oppositional paradigms. An emphdsis on fiction in 

social science writing presents a challenge to the primacy of 

"truth" that has dominated the social sciences' replication of 

natural sciences methodology. "Truth" is secondary to situated 

knowledge whereby the methodological shift is toward "seeing" 

ln terms of partial perspective, against whollsms. 

One could argue that this perspectlve breathes air back 

into relativism. However, this argument is not made without 

polemic. It is impossible to situate the "other" a:':i 

ahistorical, acultural, asocial. In the context of the 

arguments of Harding, Haraway, and Clifford and Marcus, the 

"other" is not without location and subject position. Thl:3 

includes criteria such as history, culture, and the social. A 

discourse of the "other," therefore, is not generally or 

j udgmentally relative as if to reinvent an omnipotent point of 

view. It maintains a radical specificity to historical, 

cultural, and social circumstances. The "other" of inquiry 1:-:; 

relative to history, culture, and the social, and likewise is 
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the "otherness" of the inquirer, making the inquirer intensely 

visible in the observation process (as opposed to the 

problematic "invisible inquirer" of tradit ional object i vist 

science) . 

Beyond Bssentialism and JUdgmental Relativism 

Returnlng to Harding, her efforts to accentuate the 

resonance between subject and object acknowledges that there 

are social spa ces of "otherness" which present an alternative 

to essentialist and relativlst methodologies. 1 use 

"resonance" in an attempt to wrestle wi th the blnary 

distinctions that have succ~eded in deceptlvely naturalizing 

subject /object relatlons and feminine/masculine relations. In 

this way, Harding' s "logic" suggests an ongoing recombination 

of effects. We cannot cross the divide, to "go native", to see 

from the other's perspective by means of interchangeability 

and mobility, bllt rather, we ::an enga.ge partially, and 

"situatedly. " Harding explains why this difference, in 

particular gender difference, is an important scientific 

resource: 

It starts thought in the perspective from the 
life of the Other, allowing the Other to gaze 
back "shamelessly" at the sel f who had 
reserved for himsel f the right to gaze at 
whomsoever he chooses. (1991, 150) 

The "other" is not suggestively boune! by ideology, nor is 

she/he determined, constructed, fabricated. Since human lives 

and experience are the necessary bases of knowledge in social 
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science research, we must be wary of sw~tching 1'0 

methodological alternatives in which only the experlences ~nd 

lives of the oppressed are critically valid, and therefl.ln~ 

"authentic." This is Harding's criticism of deceptlvely 

essentialist incarnations of standpolnt feminism (1991, ::no-

2). The "other" (included is the "other" of the "self") js dIl 

effect of a cornplex arrangement and reorganizat ~on ot 

perspective in terms of perceptual technique and subj ect 

posi tion, including history, culture, and the social. In 

dealing with perspective in this way, Harding avoids an 

essentialisrn that caters to a distinct "ferninine" subject, or 

a distinct "oppressed" subject, who experiences and perceives 

the world. 

She does, however, retain a radical specificity of 

subject position as situated relative to culture, history, <.md 

the social. That is, quite frankly, it does matter who speaks, 

to whom, when, and where, and respecting these qualifications 

is to corruni t to a respons ible approach to research. In 

respecting this position, one does not have to l"ej ect the 

possibility for making knowledge claims that are grollnded ln 

rational or scientific method. This is the feminist bid for a 

retention of "rationality" and "objectivity" in the SCIences: 

a ferninist science project. 

The distinction here is between historical, cultural and 

sociological rela tivisms, and j udgmental relat i vism, the 

latter representing no less than the other side of the 
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omnipotent COln, or as I suggested earlier ln reference to 

Haraway, the other side of the "God trick." Judgmental 

relativlsm solicits a desire to "go native," without having to 

question the subject position from which one speaks, which is 

ct position of privilege in the case of traditional notions of 

"objectivity. " Arguing from a position of historical, 

cultural, and soclological relativism suggests that one cannot 

assume a privileged status of interchangeability and mobillty 

of subject position to enter the world of the "other" without 

critically gazing upon one's own situation. This position 

brings self-reflexivity to the research process. Harding 

summarizes her position in this way: 

[A] strong notion of objectivity requires a 
commi tment to acknowledge the historical 
character of every belief or set of beliefs--a 
commitment to cultural, sociological, 
hlstorical relativism. But it also requires 
that judgmental or eplstemological relativism 
be rejected. Weak objectivity is located in a 
conceptual interdependency that includes 
(weak) subjectivity and judgemental 
relativism. One cannot simply give up weak 
objectivity without making adjustments 
throughout the rest of this epistemological 
system. (1991, 15 h ) 

Conclu.ion 

"si t uatedness" and observational technique are intensely 

important aspects of the "observer" that need to be addressed 

ln discussions of "objectivity" and "rationality." As argued 

in this chapter, it is impossible to propose an equitable 

m~thod of research in denial Qf the very terms of reference 
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upon which the research pr'ocess, ~n general, is bc1sed. 

Similarly, one cannot authenticate the informant, in this ,:cl~J(" 

the essential point of view of the "oppressed" subject, tût 

one must always consider that the very process of writ Ulq l~~ 

poetic (and political). 

I!1 acknowledging the crea t ive aspects of the resecll <'lI 

process, the researcher must find ways of dOlng reseatch thd! 

neither neutralize her/his involvement in an effort to prodll(,{-~ 

"truth" models, nor essentialize the informant as experiencert 

"authority." This is precisely why an epistemological 

reckoning, as prefaced here through the contribut ions of 

feminist practlce, is required in order to make responsible 

knowledge claims. We simply cannat reproduce resecŒch 

rnethodology in the rnirror of value-neutral obj ect i vi ty. rrll~ 

question remains, "whose version of value-neutral ob] "ctivity 

is this?" 

With ferninist practice as a guide, l would like to 

critique our inheritance of "objectivity" and "truth" models. 

In Chapter Three l combine Donna Haraway' s essay "Si t uated 

Knowledges: The Science Question in Ferninism and the PIl vi lefJ(è! 

of Partial Perspective" with research into the development of 

the modern observer, as traced through nlneteenth-century 

techniques and technologies of perception described by 

Jonathan Crary ln Technigue3 of the Observer. Femini:3t 

episternology and nineteenth-century visual practice are odd 

bedfellows in this attempt to show that our techniques of 



observation, including 

67 

notions of "objectivity" and 

"rationality, " are neither ideologically dependent, nor are 

they "natural." Rather, technique is embedded in the complex 

overlap of historical, cultural and social circurnstances. 



Chapter Three 

Visual Technique and Bpistemology as "Production" 

How do technique and technology in history enqage in thp 

production of ways of knowing? "Production" is used to suggest 

a collaborative process resulting in an "effect," and is in 

this way intended to resist "construction" 

associated with humans as tool-makers and tool-users. WhQt l 

have tried to encourage in the first two chapters of this work 

is a way of approaching knowledge claims that neither regards 

them as natural (as in tradltional conceptions of 

"objectivity") , nor observes knowledge as constructed throuyh 

ideology and control. l interrogate narratives of progress, 

determination and pre-determination in order to contend with 

the more involved issue of how our ways of seeing are producecl 

in relation to a patchwork of circumstances. That 1S, to 

contend that aIl knowledge is a result of human constructlon 

is a polemic which continually reproduc~s, or reconstructs 

itself, and does not escape the circularity ot knowledge Ils ail 

orchestration of human design. Ta :lrgue that there 1· ,. ., d 

natural and organic concept of "rationality" in this way 

privileges the position of select observers as those who are 

outside of social, cultural, and historical relations, and 

therefore "naturally" in a position to decide upon and deliver 

"truth. " 
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Herein is the problem of the observer. A crltical 

approach to this problem requires dislodging the productlon of 

knowledge from the quantitative, and imputing to lt 

qualitat l ve forces of social, cultural, and historical 

movements which in recombination comprise techniques, 

technologies, and modes of seeing. "Truth" does not appear 

unproblematically in the world as if "natural" and pre­

determined. Nor is it something "we" make when we need it, as 

if to say that we maintain absolute control throughout 

processes of knowledge claim-making. On the contrary, we are 

not out of control. As Kuhn has pointed out, we must 

acknowledge the complexities at work between negotiating the 

rational and the not-rational. A discussion of this calibre 

engages questions about epistemological formation. 

Epistemology is the documentation of ways of seelng ln 

hlstOry. For Walter Benjamin, it culminates ln an 

investigation of sociohistorical memory, out of which material 

history is reconstructed as philosophy (Buck-Morss, 55). 

History of knowledge cornes to the surface in the material 

traces and residues of spatial and temporal "truth" : 

architecture, technology, social and cultural formations. 

History, therefore, is not pre-determined, as if by master 

plan, and presented to the observer. As l argued in Chapter 

One, his tory does not proceed the "event" as narrative, as 

progress report. Rather, Benjamln' s conception of history 

evokes montage, the bringing together of disparate and 
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fragmentary events in retrospect (Buck-Morss, 73 -7) . It l ,' ~.., 

always out of backward-looking that we make histOlY, whe10 

time is not the playing out of a progress narrative. Inst-ead, 

the passing of time is fragmentation and dlsintegratlon. 

Jonathan Crary situates the modern observer d~; both d 

product of, and constitutive of, modernityl. That l~-;, tlH-' 

observer is in process, and is not outside of circumst- L1l1C0 t () 

look down upon or inward on the world. The observer lS ln-tlw-

world, reconstituted through social, technical, and cuLtul'.tl 

practices, and reconstitutive of soclal, technical, cult\lldl 

practices. In this respect, Crary is careful to pOlnt out t-11dt 

there is no "natural" distinction between "reallsm" dnd 

"experimentalism," where science and art represent sepcllat0 

intellectual spheres, but that there is a conununicct!- i Vf-' 

relationship between the two which significantly disPêŒd<]I-'!!; 

this binary distinction. His project, to investlgare t-ll(~ 

interconnectedness of technical and aesthetic pract-lc~, 

rejects a notion of an omnipotent, "objective" observer in till-' 

value-neutral sense and shifts to a conception of the observf-'[ 

as one who, ta borrow from Donna Haraway, is "non-innocent." 

He uses Benjamin's concept of histary, as prefaced above, in 

arder ta make this argument. 

See Crary, 9. Crary specifically states his purpose "1-r) 

delineate an abserving subject who was bath a product of and at the 
same time constitutive of modernity in the nineteenth century," 
uprooting the modern observer from a distanced obj ecti Vlty, and 
relocating him/her in the techniques and technologies of vislon of 
the nineteenth century. 
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Susan Buck-Morss' reconstruction of Benjamin's Passagen-

Werk in The Dialectics of Seeing and Jonathan Crary's 

documentation of the problem of the modern observer ln 

TechnlqUeS of the Observer resonate with the present work ln 

several instances. Cra -r:y, Buck-Morss, and Benj amin evoke 

methodologles that release historicity and materiality from 

tradltional epistemolo(Jical narrative. AlI three emphasize 

both the relationship between history and culture, and the 

problems implicit in creating narratives. Thus, each shares 

with my work a conCE~rn for how we think about, and put 

together, a history of time pasto This approach bypasses a 

representation of history as the stringing together of events, 

and opts for a conception of history as the complex patterning 

of "effects" as traced through technical, social and cultural 

pract ices .2 

A second moment of resonance lS identified by Crary as 

something that he does not address ln his study of the modern 

observer. This would be Il the marginal and local forms by which 

. Crary is highly dependent on visual practice in order to 
make this point clear in his work. l would like to acknowledge the 
problem of relying strictly on vision and the visual to explain the 
pl'oblem of the modern observer. Crary dlscusses vision in exclusion 
of conSClousness, and, therefore, a gap remains between the 
"seelng" and the "believing" capacities of the mind. This is a 
complex problem that cannot be given adequate attention in the time 
allotted for masters research. It is important to keep this 
question in mlnd wh€n negotiating the gap between vision, 
consciousness, and discursive production. That is, do we see in 
isolation of a mlnd? If not, (and largue that this is the case) 
how can one account for a seemlngly innocuous metaphor such as 
"seeing is believlng?" Crary does not ev en begin to address this 
problem in his work. 
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dominant practices of vlsion were reslsted, detü~ctt?d, ,)!­

imperfectly constltuted" (Crary, 7). !/Jlllle the pt'esenr ~,udy 

does not attempt to pursue a history of luneteenth-ct"nrlll y 

techniques of vi suaI subvers ion 1 i t does loca te cl ~Hlbv·' t:; l VI-' 

tactic ln twentieth-century femlnl,::;t crit iqllt-':; ,'1 

"ob]ectivity" , and a feminist proposal fOL' a diffetPllt- :;t"::'ll:;.~ 

of "objectivity" that could reclaim tOI' itself L'l Ill)t Jtlll (l! 

"good, " as opposed to ideals of "truth" ln vision. 

It lS for this reason that l choose to recombine Ct'dry' ;'; 

thoughts on the observer in moderni ty, as inf l uenced by r h~ 

work of Benjamin and in harmony with the Ideas of Buck-Mot!_;;;, 

wi th the contemporary work of Donna Haraway. In t hi!3 f Inti l 

chapter, l draw from Haraway's "Situated Knowlerl.CJ(~s: Tilt· 

Science Question in Feminism and the pri vllege of Pd l r l" l 

Perspecti ve 1" and Jonathan Crary' s book to examine huw r IIp 

ideas of each augment the other, dnd in so doinq t e!3[Jollrl 1 () 

concerns raised in the preceding chapters: the problern r)t 1-11,· 

observer and "objectivity." 

Pat terns of resistant visual pract lce in r Ile rllllF-t-I-'f-'1l t- il 

century, although not explicitly investlgatecl ln my ::Iwly, 

reveal themselves in feminist criticism of scientlfic methud. 

The present study, therefore, begins to work backward t FATl 

current feminist criticism to a point at which one might b~~ln 

to understand how dominant visual practices were re31st~d ,:md 

imperfectly constituted in the nineteenth cent ury, trac~:J r) f 

which, l argue, surface in current feminlst crltlcal practIc8. 
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situating Knowledge 

Donna Haraway voices concern for a responsible means of 

vlsion by WhlCh to reclairn notions of "objectlvity" for a new 

science based on ferninist ideas. Her discussion responds to a 

nineteenth-century obsession to both see, and to be seen, 

lncluding pysiological research into the human body in order 

to make thlS "body" conform to the everyday demands of 

industrialization and technologization. She cites twentieth-

century visual practice to disclose a teaming desire to 

experience visual splendor as the object of knowing. For 

Haraway, this "splendor" extends to the domalns of outer space 

and inner space as conquerable frontiers of knowledge, where 

celestial and biological bodies are visual proof of the 

unknown, yet seemingly not of the unknowable. It is this 

illusion of infinite vision that she wants to put to work, 

through metaphorical connection, as powerful visualizing 

techniques for a "usable, but not an innocent, doctrine of 

objectivity" (Haraway 1988, 582). She expresses her purpose as 

follows: 

l want a feminist writing of the body that 
metaphorically emphasizes vlsion again, 
because we need to reclaim that sense to find 
ou!. '.o!ay through all the visualizing tricks and 
powers of modern sciences and technologies 
that have trans formed the obj ecti vit y debates . 
(Haraway 1988, 582) 

Have these "powers" transformed, or rather formed, the 

obj ect i vi ty debates that she wri tes about? Arguably, there is 

a culturally specifie Cartesian inheritance that can be read 
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through our contemporary desires bath to know, clnd to SeLlll'll 

for unit y and coherence in epistemological stOl.y maklng, \\Ihert:' 

a mechanical approach ta thinking processes synthesl::es mOVllll] 

parts in arder to make sense of the world. The !lund, III 

comparisoll , is a machine that facliitates cl. Wlllety of 

processes, of which vision is a mechanism. What this :3Ul]gP:;i:~ 

is that perhaps the mind is a locus of exchange, cl. teL:1Y poillt-

through which a variety of signaIs pass, and where cl va net y 

of "effects" is produced, vision being one. 11'0111 cally, 

knowing is paired with a phiiosophlcai insecurity of nui 

knowing: cri tics express the predicarnent of needlng-to- know in 

the face of debates about knowledge as a human constrllct iun. ' 

For Haraway, a way of breaking out of this circuL.n lty (Ji 

nature/construction is ta Iocalize and to situate knowledc]e CI:; 

"embodied" (although she specifies not necessarily unTdlllC 

embodirnent and including technology). She contlnues: 

So, not 50 perversely, objectivity turns out 
ta be about particular and specific ernbodiment 
and definitely not about the false vislon 
promising transcendence of aIl lirnits and 
responsibill ty. The moral is simple: only 
partial perspective promises obj ecti ve vision. 
(Haraway 1988, 582-3) 

This places one at a very important crossroad::o ln t hi:] 

discussion, and entertains the demand for a contextuai i Zdt" i'ln 

of Haraway' s use of "partial." Is partial to be concei '/Hl (Ji 

<. See 
Here, Rorty 
contentious 
al ternatl ve 

Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mlrror of !1dture. 
elaborates this predicament of knowlng again~]t th8 
philosophical position of "constructlr)n" r..l''; ,)[1 

to "natured" truth. 
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III the tentative sense, as in reslstance to confirmation of 

response to a "femlnist" revis ion of 

"rJ!)Jectivity;" That is, not a travelling, and wholly 

empathetlc "objectivity," but an lncomplete one? Or, does 

part lai connote contingency in which defining "objectivity" 

requires that it be assessed ln associatlon wlth, or 

]udgrnentally relative to other factors--a concept of 

"obj ecti vi ty" that is cont ingent upon experience? These 

questions are not rneant to be rhetorical. l ask thern as a 
, 

means by which ta combine the ideas of Haraway and Crary. As 

l discussed in the second chapter of the thesis with respect 

to Sandra Harding, a strong sense of objectivity relies on 

cont ingency to a certain extent, but only in so far as 

contingency is not universally and judgrnentally relative, but 

ln so far as it is embedded in social, cultural, and 

historical pract ice--si tuated. Simi larly, the tentatl ve humor 

of Donna Haraway' s approach i s both incomplete, and conunit t ed 

if, for exarnple, one were to assess her arguments in the 

context of James Clifford's notion of partial 01 truths. " 

with these questions in rnind, I would like to trace Donna 

Haraway' s philosophical position through techniques of vision 

dS researched by Jonathan Crary. To recombine the 

phi losophical, technological, and physiological suggests a 

course of episternological deve l oprnen t that, although 

circurnscribed in this work as twentieth-century feminist 

writ ing, connects with nineteenth-century technique. It is an 
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epistemological inheritance, as weIl as a culturally specl.fic 

technique of observing that neither Haraway, Crary, nor any of 

the other philosophical positiorJ.~ raised in this thesis (mine 

included) are absolved of. 

What is most interesting about Crary' s work is that while 

he embarks upon a critical inquir:y of the modern observer 1 he 

lifts his cri tique from ideological biases 1 and shiEts ta 

quantitative and physiological studies of vl.sion l.n arder ta 

return his argument ta the qualitative. Residues oE these 

techniques, as l have suggested above, reappear in locatl.on::; 

of non-privileged visual perspective: feminism and discourses 

of the "other." Where, then, is the making of the "feml.nl.st" 

observer in modernity, or more generally so as to avoid an 

essential polemic, the making of the "other" as observer in 

modernity? And further, how is this "otherness" differentiated 

in feminist critiques and theories of objectivity? 

The Making of the Modern Observer 

There is a moment in the early nineteenth century at 

which vision, philosophically positioned outside the body in 

the centuries previous in terms of the "truth-based" visual 

technology of the camera obscura, 4 shi fts its locat ion to the 

4 The camera obscura was an apparatus denot1.ng a "fully 
objective equl.valent of natural vision." Based on the concept of an 
enclosed interior l.nto which ll.ght would pass through a srnall hole 
ta illurninate an inverted image on the wall OPPos1.te the ho18, the 
camera obscura represented the possibility for clear and dl. rect 
perspective Clf a knowing subject on the external environment. For 
a general overview of the camera obscura as a technique for 
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body. The camera obscura was a visual model .based on the 

design of a chamber separated from the field of observation in 

which the observing subj ect, enclosed in the chamber, was 

distanced from the object of investigation in order to 

establish a direct and "truthful" line of objective vision. 

The shi ft in the nineteenth century is away from this 

geometric perspective of the camera obscura model to 

physiological perspective in which the onC'e distant observer 

is plugged into the circuit of observat:Lon, thus becoming 

increasingly susceptible to scrutiny as an object of vision. 

This is most evident in physiological investigations into the 

eye, blindness and sight studies, retinal afterimages and 

theories of colour. Crary brackets Goethe" s colour theory as 

an important event distinguis'hing modern observation. Goethe' s 

theory marked a separation from the classical model of the 

camera obscura that 1 in comparison, signified a totalizing 

viewof the senses. 

Goethe u.:>ed the model of the camera obscura as the basis 

for his optical studies. Rather than maintain levels of light 

in the chamber der~ved from passing through the observation 

hole, he sealed the observing subject in the chamber so as to 

cultivate an atmosphere of absolute darkness. As cited in 

Crary, Goethe framed the experiment as follows: "Let the 

observer look steadfastly on a small coloured object and let 

it be taken away after a time while his eyes remain unmoved; 

Il truthful" inference. See Crary 25-66. 
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the spectrum of another colour will then be visible on the 

white plane ... it arises from an image which now belongs to the 

eye. OIS The body of the observing subject, until this time 

excluded frem optical experiments, jo~ns the circuit of affect 

and becomes an active producer of optical exper1ence. What 

this reveals is the possibility of an observer who is both 

subject and object of vision, one who is simultaneously the 

producer of his/her own visual experience and one who is also 

the object of empirical research in the nineteenth century. 

Crary summarizes the epistemological s~gnificance of th1s 

research: 

What is important about Goethe' s account of 
subjective vision is the inseparability of two 
models usually presented as distinct and 
irreconcilable: a physiological observer who 
will be described in increasing deta~l by the 
empirical sciences in the nineteenth century, 
and an observer posited by various 

01 romanticisms 01 and early modernisms as the 
active, autonomous producer of his or her own 
visual experience. (69) 

Goethe's colour theory shows up in Benjamin's Passagen-

Werk in which Benjamin borrowed from Goethe's writing on the 

morphology of nature the concept of ur-phenomenon--the 

emergence of colours out of light and darkness." For Benj amin, 

Goethe' s importation of Platonic essence and appearance to 

5 See Crary, 
Theory of Colours 
Press, 1970). 

69-75. See also Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, 
(1840), transe C. Eastlake (Cambr1dge, MA: MIT 

6 Buck-Morss, 71-72. Here Buck-Morss cites Goethe's wr1tings 
on the morphology of nature from Georg Simmel's Goethe, 3rd 8d. 
(Leipzig: Klinkhardt & Biermann, 1918): 56-57. 
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blOlogy 50 as to reveal self-evident objective laws and 

r~gularities in structural forms was central to hlS own 

r~search on the arcades. Goethe eVldenced ideal prlnciples ln 

the structure of livlng things, and on the basis of this 

belleved he could make distinct connections between archetype 

èlnd structure. That is, in objects one could find theory, and 

thus, the objective and the abstract (at least in biological 

studies) shared a connection of proximity. What is most 

signi ficant about Goethe' s ur-phenomenon was that the location 

of theory in obj ects (the bringing to colour out of light and 

darkness) meant that a boundary dividing lnside and outside, 

a di vision necessary for the camera obscura to work, was 

blurred. The possibility of an omniscient observer distinct 

from the external visual field, and therefore in control over 

that field, was challenged by the theoretical precedence of 

objects. 

The unit y of subject and object is what makes the idea of 

a Il subj ect Il a di lerruna in the f irst place. Up to this break in 

the nineteenth century, the positlon of the subj ect was 

approached unproblematically. With the paradigm suggested by 

the camera obscura, the possibili ty of a Il truth" -seeing 

observer was neither rejected, nor interrogated, but rather, 

assumed. We are presented with a schema of fixed subj ects and 

obj ects tha tare locked into position, as weil as the model of 

an observing subject who presides over the objective world. In 

comparison, Goethe' s colour theory begins to draw attention to 
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the importance of the object; however, the intric..1cies of the 

communicative relationship between subject Clnd obiect lenk11W, 

a problem. The clues are ln the mobility and the cirl::ul<lrl()!1 

of the subject in-the-world, and the comparable tranSlenrp of 

obj ects in-the-world. This is how Benj amin brought l~oethe':; 

ideas to his study of a nineteenth-century subJect ln leL-ltlull 

to the Paris arcades. 

Benjamin's Appropriation of 
Dissolution of l:nside/OUtside 

Goethe's Ur-phenomenon: 

Benj amin used ur-phenomenon to explain how the origins oL 

the present could be revealed in moments of the past, whel.-e 

ur-phenomenon were located ln verbal and pictorict L 

representations, the evidence of t ransient his tOt Ica l obl ~t 't:; 

of the nineteenth cent ury. Benjamin drew from Goer he':; 

biological research to illuminate his sociohistorical rese<..ll"ch 

of the twentieth century, using insights into the human budy 

as a stepping stone for understanding that body in circular iOll 

throughout the Paris arcades. In sa doing he wanted ta rf:!v~Lll 

an immediacy of experience wlthout medlation, and th(~ 

possibility of human influence on events ln arder to chalhmg r-= 

pre-determined narratives of progress and developmént. 

Benjamin identified a communlcative relationship betwf:!en 

inside/outside, and in effect disturbed the cllltiv(.lt~d 

precedence of this division. Hlstorical mater ial i sm wa:3 rJ 

means by which to challenge the mythical notion of prCJgr(~:-:i:3: 
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It can be consldered one of the methodological 
objectives of thlS [passagen-Werk] to 
demonstrate a historical materialism within 
which the ldea of progress has been 
annlhilated. Precisely on this point 
historical maceriallsm has every reason to 
distinguish itself from bourgeois mental 
hablts. Its basic principle is not progress, 
but actualization." 1 

The dIssolution of inside/outside and its relevance 

to nineteenth-century empiricism is a philosophical 

paradigm that breaks from the earlier technology of the 

camera obscura. The observer in the camera obscura, 

al though part of the observation device, was never the 

subj ect of scrut iny. Rather, this observer experienced a 

"f looding of the mind by the light of reason" (Crary, 

43), the Cartesian mind' s unique perception of the 

external world. 

Here we have a paradigm in which knowledge descends 

from a point of origin outs ide of the body. The subj ect' s 

claims to knowledge transcend corporeality, evoking an 

illusive and hierarchical power. It is not surprlslng 

that metaphors suggesting an infusion of the mind by 

light are used to describe the status and position of the 

subject. What makes this infusion believable is the 

eplstemological possibility of an observer who lS 

distinctly separate from the world of observation. It is 

Brackets mine. This passage appears in Benjamin's original 
notes on the Passagen-Werk, as quoted in Buck-Morss, 79. Buck­
Morss' reference citation to the original note= is V, p.574 (N2, 2) 
Passagen. See her Introduction to Part II of The Dialectics of 
Seeing for a guide to the cataloguing of his notes. 

--------------~ ---- -------------
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a paradigm that was kept in place by the demarcation and 

preservation of boundaries. Seventeenth-century 

epistemology, therefol'e, was still invested in concepts 

that sustained distinct divisions between ~nside/outside, 

and it was on the basis of this distinction that the 

observer was privy to a direct line of vis~on outward on 

an object, yet not subject to a return gaze. The observer 

was the connector of points along the visual spectrum, 

where object and observer upheld opposite ends of this 

line of vision. 

In the nineteenth century, technology and philosophy 

merge with social and cultural 

observer who simultaneously 

formations to make an 

occupies a privileged 

position of autonomous v~sion, yet at the same time is an 

object of vision. The observer is imported to the visual 

apparatus as operator of the machine. However, it is 

through research into the mechanics of human vision and 

its physiological composition that a host of new 

visualizing techniques enter the "dream" markets of the 

nineteenth century. The stationary and focused observer 

of the camera obscura shifts to a more diffracted sense 

of perspective in the nineteenth century. The new 

"subject" accormnodates a variety of visualizing devices, 

aIl of which were connected to physiological insights on 

---------
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the functl.on of the eye. ':i l will not go into detail 

ahout these dev1ces and their origins, however, l would 

like to draw attention to one of these dev1ces, the 

srereoscope. It is with stereoscopic technology that we 

can begin ta ldentify most clearly the separation of the 

senses, and the way in which the eyes consolidate planes 

of vision ta focus on an object. The stereoscope 

represents a dlst1nct shift from the paradigm of the 

neutral, Cartesian observer in the camera obscura ta 

paradigms requir1ng an increasingly mobile and 

participatory observer. It is this paradigm shift that l 

argue contained the epistemological potential for a 

twentieth century-feminist critique of science and 

objectivity. 

Stereoscopie ViRion 

The stereoscope was a hand-held vlew1ng device 

through whose lens the observer was able to see a three-

dimensional image derived from that same observer' s 

synthesis of two distinct images opposite the lens, 

, Crary notes several studies on vision, including work of 
Goethe (as already discussed) and Schopenhauer in the nineteenth 
cent ury ; the Molyneux problem in the eighteenth century that 
addressed the crossover of tactility and vision, ln which it was 
supposed whether or not a perceiver ignorant of one of the senses, 
namely sight, once returned ta sight, could identify abjects by 
sight alone; and the eighteenth-century case of the "Chesleden 
boy", blind at birth and restored to sight during childhood. See 
bath chapters "The Camera Obscura and its Subject" and "Subjective 
Vis10n dnd the Separation of the Senses" in Crary, 25-66; 67-96. 
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approximately a t a dl s tance of arms length. In devl S 1l1q 

the stereoscope, Crary explalns, "Wheat stonp ,nmed l,) 

sirnulate the actual presence of cl phys leal ob-j P('l l'l 

scene, not to dlscover another way to exhlblt d pl'lnt 01 

a drawing" (122). That is, he wanted to invest1q,lt'P t-lIt=> 

technical principles of visual perceptlorl ot :::;(Î L ld 

ob] ects, and to see how this percept ion dl f f el eei t lllm 

painting perception. His purpose invo1 ved narrowlnq t 11P 

distance of perception while conceiving cl t hl PP-

dirnensional effect, something that paint1ng and eXiSllJlq 

technologies of the period'l had only sufficed t 0 

represent in two-dirnensional form. 

The critical turning point in stereoscope technoln(JY 

carne about with discoveries in binocular V1810n ctnd wüll 

supporting evidence that each eye sees ct sllqhtly 

different image (Crary, 119). If each eye is attlmed rI) 

a slight ly di f ferent image, how does the ob:3erV(~1 

experience the synthesis of a single image? EVldence ()t 

binocular vision carne out of Wheatstone' 8 measuu~ment ()t 

binocular parallax, the difference of the axis angles 0L 

each eye when focused on the same ob] ect (Cra ry, 11 1.1). 

When distance is a factor, the axes of each eye equ~liz~ 

to a parallel point such that at a distance the ubj eet-

appears the same to both eyes as lf it were only viewerl 

Crary cites at length eVldence 
phenakis t iscope, zootrope, kaleldoscope as 
devices of the nineteenth century. 

of the d1orama, 
experunentdl ·,i:-;UdL 



------------------------------

85 

by one. In thlS respect it is possIble to see how the 

(~éJrn~ra obscura could have been concel ved as a "truth" 

rwxlr:d, 'Jl/hen at a dIstance, as discovered centurIes later, 

the eyf'::::; could consolldate singular, and distinct images. 

vJheatstone was not concerned with this parallel synthesis 

Cit d distance, but rather wanted to reach conclUSIons 

based on objects viewed at shorter distances, and to see 

how the eyes accornrnodated the di fferential between axis 

dngles. Binocular vision as a physiological technique, it 

was discovered, trIcks 

percept ion of obj ects 

the mind into believing lts 

is at once complete. As Crary 

continues, "thus physical 

VISIon into play as an 

proximi ty brings binocular 

operation of reconciling 

dlspari ty, of making two dIstInct views appear as one" 

(120) . 

In terms of the stereoscope, what this lInplles is 

that the image seen by the viewer is derived from the 

viewer's experience of the abject, including the 

physiological worklngs of the eye and the eyes' 

consolIdatIon of multiple planes of vision. The obJect, 

lather than appear truthfully and Immediately ta the 

Vlewer, is the effect of the observer's experience. The 

final Image is the result of the convergence of several 

plQnes of visIon: two eyes whose differential axes of 

lnnocular vision produce two slightly di fferent planes of 

vIsion; the two images opposite the lens of the 
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stereoscope out of WhlCh cornes the rhree-dlmenslliIl,1l 

effect; and the lens of the stereoscope. ~;That l:~ prC'ldul'(:>d 

is cl "reallty effect, Il the lmmedlélcy ()f eXppI:l(:.nCll1 ' 1 

space between objects, as if the Vlewer 1:, pleSPIlr 111 the 

image. The coherence and homogenel ty exper l encl-'d hy r 11\-\ 

viewer are not logically orlented, but t"cîther d1.l-\ d 

production of a variety of elements that Whf-'Il dddpd 

together outside of the ef fect do not ~:;hëlrt-\ ,m'y' 

connection, much the sarne as the effect of cl pc11 chw<lt k 

quilt. '0 

What this suggests is precisely that what yOll see 1:; 

what you make. l ernphasize "see" and "make" here, [lit l 

would like to draw attention to a possible errnt 111 

assuming that seeing and making are aspects of cl 11I1lTlttl1 

as-tool-maker philosophy in which our reality i:=; .. iI ulH'(~ 

a fabricatlon along the llnes of belnC] :jQCld] Ly 

constructed. Likewise, l draw the reader's attenr lUll t (J 

the polemic of assuming a rela ti vis t pos i t lon wltetr-:,hy 

:c In other words, the effect is thdt of dl:~pclrdte ~ll-~IfIf.-<llt ; 
which on being divided bear no logical connection to ~.::tch (Jr It(~r 1 Il 

terms of spatial criteria, for exarnple obJects in the fJdl;kqtrllllld 
appearing much larger than objects in the foregrQllIld y(~t- wljl-~Il 
viewed as a single image there is an 111uSlve yet: LU(Jl l ;,tl 
coherence. The stereoscope, therefore, funct10ned on the fJd:-;l:; 1,1 

disunlty as opposed to unity. As Crary writes, "The te'Jrlln l ! (JI 
scannlng of a stereo image, however, 13 an accllHll!ldrJIJf! (Jj 

differences in the degree of optical convergence, therf::!by ptrjdw'JJJ'J 
a perceptual effect of a patchwork of different int~T1:31tl(':; IJ[ 

relief within a slngle image. Our eyes follow a choppy dnri f:'L IrJr l'; 
path into its depth: lt is an assemblage of local zrJne:::: lA rhrr:~ 
dimensionality, zones imbued wlth a hallucinatory r;J ont".!, bill 
which when taken together never coalesce lnto a hornolJl=:ner)lL t l 1·1 Il Il 

(125-6). See also Deleuze & Guattarl, 4/4-500. 



87 

"truth" lS dependent on cool'dinates of tlme and pL1Ct'>, 

and obJective vislon lS always measllied by the tf-"Lll hll1 

of points to each other ln space and t ime, The C,-îl1l1t"\'t lnl1 

between seeing and making lS more akln to a produ('r llln ut 

disparate elements, like the planar dlStmity nt rh~· 

stereoscope, where l use "product ion" to descrlbR d 

process of over lapping (not the addi ti ve sum) prdct l CPt; . 

These practices include technical, soclal, cultur-ll, 

historical, and ln the case of nineteent h-cent III y 

experirnents on the ocular, physiological circumst,1l1cP::;, 

The importance of the stereoscope as a single surface UI1 

which direct point of view was challenged also feeds lllt() 

epistemological conceptions of objectlvity. 

continues: 

The stereoscope signais an eradication of "the 
point of view" around which, for several 
centuries, meanings had been asslgned 
reclprocally to an observer and the object of 
his or her vision. There is no longer the 
possibility of perspective under such a 
technique of beholding. The relation ot 
observer to image is no longer to an ob] ect 
quantified in relation to a posltion in space, 
but rather to two dlssimilar lmages whose 
position simulates the anatomical structure of 
the observer' s body. (128) 

Crary 

What the philosophical underpinnings of the paradi(lIn r.Jl 

the stereoscope mean for epistemology lS that the conr::l':opt- rA 

"knowing," in centuries previotls based on point -t:rJ-[JfjJ nt-

adj udicat ion, is made as di sparate as the observer':"j ;:5yntllf~:; l'~ 

of a stereoscopie image. "Objectlvity, " much le;;:') ba~:ied f:Jn 

"truth," lS a produced effect. TG conceivE:: of point of ',iew ln 
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terms of a production of elements suggests a possibility for 

avolding the extrerne of judgmental relativism. Relativ~sm in 

this case drives obj ectivity to eclipse issues of 

responsibility in judgrnent. "Objectivity, " seen in terms of 

"effect," engages debates that ("'ritique knowledge as soC'ial 

construction by inc2.uding such disparate elements as the 

phYSlOlogical and the technical. 

production, therefore, is not the add~.ti ve SUffi of 

separate elernents to create a coherent whole, but rather is 

the effect of a variety of overlapping and participatory 

tactors. There is a distinction to be made here between 

Il overlapping Il and" additi V~, " a particular point of content ion 

that is, however, an important one. An "additive" metaphor 

suggests a connective and linear approach to intellectual 

practices. Addition connotes a tone of complet ion and 

organic~sm in which there are distinct beginnings and endings, 

and points of fusion between elements. To overlap, ln 

contrast, evokes rnetaphors of the incomplete. That is, 

practices fold over each other ~n a way that disturbs 

linearity, making it difficult to est~blish fixed boundaries 

and points of origin. Likewise, "oveIlapping" lessens the 

significance of depicting circumstances of direct cause and 

effect, and it challenges the logic of such a movement. Thus 

we are presented with the potential for hidden discontinuity 

and continui ty in analyses, obfuscating Il truth Il -oriented 

practice in favour of polysemy. It is out of such a conception 
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of vision that we may do away with cause/effect and dlrect 

perspectives of objectivity, and work toward differentlated, 

yet responsible, ways of reclaiming the "good" in concept of 

"objectivity. " 

Responsibility in IIObjectivity" 

In response to objectivist doctrines of neutrality, Donna 

Haraway shatters ail notions of passive V1Slon. She argues 

that the modern, technological "eye" and our "organic" eyes 

are anything but passive visual receptors of a world that 

cornes to life before these "eyes, Il and beyond our 

inteIvention. Accounts of ubiquitous vision that are neutral 

ln their ever-presence are exactly the kinds oE vlsual 

metaphors and tenants of übjectivity that Haraway singles out 

as "irresponsible" and "unlocatable." On the contrary, vision 

is not without recourse to mediation, where O\lr visual 

possibilities are "highly speci fic," and absolutely situated. 

"Situatedness, Il therefore, is the ability to see frOin the 

other's pérspective, not in terms of an empathetic drive to 

understanding through mobility and interchangeabllity as lE to 

denote mechanical processes, but rather in terms of a radical 

specificity of our own subject positions. Specificity, rather 

than essentialism, denotes the coupling of distance and 

difference--differential vision. 

The camera obscura paradigm depicted a point of view and 

direct line of vision for "truthful" interpretations of the 
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physical world. Tr.e kind of specificity in objectivity that 

Haraway wants ta operationalize takes its cues from a 

discontinuous and non-unified paradigrn of the stereoscope 1 

where vision plays to a variety of technical as well as social 

practices. Her methodology does not venture directly into 

nineteenth-century visual technique, and in fact it is this 

downplaying of history that both disLinguishes her work from 

Crary' sand provides an opening for bringing the two together. 

The way in which Crary discusses the "making" of perspective 

based on intersecting and overlapping planes of vision of the 

stereoscope and its operator, and the way in which Faraway 

wants to incorporate the technical and the social, including 

destabilizing and different~al sightings as a means of 

"embodying feminist obj ectivlty," share pOlnts of contact that 

directly challeüge disernbodied, point-to-point, coherent 

doctrines of objectivity. 

Hers, then, is a "non-innocent U doctrine of objectivity. 

By bringing to the visual body the concepts of difference, 

incoherencE, and diffraction, Haraway, without commenting on 

the technical aspects of vision, alludes to the many disparate 

elements which make illusionaty a sense of coherence in 

vision, as discussed in the casp of stereoscopic vision the 

concept of multiple planes of vision. The stereoscope, heavily 

dependent on the discovery of binocular parallax, is a 

valuable metaphor for understanding nineteenth-century 

epistemology. Simi.'.arly, Haraway' s emphasis on satelli tes and 
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digitally transrnitted signais, which produce photographs of a 

world above and beyond our "eyes," is a valuable metaphor for 

understanding twentieth-century shifts ln eplstemology. What 

separates these metaphorical locations is precisely the 

contemporary cali for differential social sightings that 

transgress the bourgeois parlours of the nineteenth century 

and resurfacp ii.l llon-privileged locatlons of fernlnist and 

post-colonial critique. 

It is precisely this necessity for the immigration of the 

non-privileged and always "other" to late twentieth-century 

epistemology, where l include feminist crltiques of SClence ln 

this divide of non-privilege, that requlres one to pay close 

attention to what we might rnean by "non-lnnocent" notions of 

"objectivity." Shifting our focus from the privileged to the 

non-privileged and romanticizing the situations of the 

subjugated in order t.o embellish radical critique is not 

wj chout its problems. As Haraway states very clearly, "how to 

see from below is a problern requiring at least as rnuch skill 

with bodies and language, with the mediations of vision, as 

the "highest" technoscientific visualizations Il (1988, 584). 

"Non-innocence," therefore, is a concept that is very much 

connected to the body. That is, we ail have bodies and cannat 

assume an inrantile naivete when it :::omes to talking about our 

bodies in association with vision, probing, and knowledge 

inquiry. An ernbodied objectivity is ail about making 

responsible knowledge claims, as these are situated in our 
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bodies, wlth our bodies situated 1.n worlds. It is not a 

relativl.sm where all knowledge is measurable against specific 

t l.mes and places as points on a grid. Rather, embodied 

ob]ectiv1.t'l 1.S intent upon the mobillty in location and 

si tuation that is irnbued with a potent sense of immediacy. 

Thl.s mobility takes its cue from our shifting visual paradigms 

of which satellite technology is an example. 

What we have to ask oursel ves i s, do 'Ile consider our 

visualizl.ng technologies, our links to "objective" analyses, 

as protheses for obtaining clear pictures of the world, or are 

they rather something different? l think the answer to this 

question has been alluded to on a variety of occasions in this 

chapter, and it has to do with "how" the observer is situated 

in the c1.rcuit of observation. This is Haraway's point: that 

we are not outside of our technologies in which we use them as 

tools, but on the contrary we share a hybrid connection to 

them. 1l l return once again to the observer ln connection 

wi th the stereoscope. It is not by illusion that the three-

II This is the point of Haraway' s essay liA Cyborg Manifesto: 
Science, Technology, and Socialist-Feminism in the Late Twentl.eth 
Century Il cited in Donna Haraway, Simians, Cyborgs and Wornen. In the 
Introduction to thlS volume she provides her working definition of 
cyborg: Il A cyborg is a hybrid creature, cornposed of organism and 
machine. But cyborgs are compounded of special kinds of machines 
and speclal k1.nds of organisms appropriate to the late twentieth 
cent ury. Cyborgs are post Second World War hybrid entities made of, 
first, ourselves and other organic creatures in our unchosen 'high­
technological' guise as information systems, texts, and 
ergonornl.cally controlled labouring, desiring, and reproducing 
systems. The second essential ingredient in cyborgs is machines in 
their guise, also, as communications systems, texts, and self­
actlng, ergonomlcally designed apparatuses" (1). 
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dimensional image appears to the observer, but it is ~n fact 

by becoming part 0 f the appara t us, incorporating the 

differential irnplicit in binocular visio:1 with the 

differential planes of the technology, that the effect is 

produced. 

Our contemporary techniques for visualizing are not 

prostheses for "t..:-uthful perceptions of the world, as ~n the 

camera obscura, and sirrularly are not illusion machines by 

which we trick our eyes. Rather, they are incomplete 

technologies that requ~re active part~cipation (including 

language and bOdies) in order for their "ef fects Il to be 

produced. Finally, l quote Haraway on the partiality of the 

observer in his/her collaborative relatlonship with visual 

probes: 

The knowing self is partlai in aIl its guises, 
never finished, whole, simply there and 
original i it is always constructed and 
stir...ched together imperfectly, and therefore 
able to join with another, to see together 
without claiming to be another. Here is the 
promise of objectivity: a scientific knower 
seeks the sub]ect position, not of identity, 
but of objectivity, that is, part~al 
connection. (1988, 586) 

A Postmortem on History, Technology and Rationality 

l return to a question l asked in the introduction to 

this chapter: how do technology and technique in histor'..r 

produce ways of seeing? The collapse of the camera obscura 

paradigrn provided the necessary conditions for the 

Il experimental" and the "real" to engage in a paradigrn 0 f 
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produced, as opposed to self-evident, "truth" Cla1Ir,s. 

"Pctt1onal1ty," rather than be concelved of as a pre-determined 

stat8, 18 also a "product1on" of technological and 

phY:-Holog1cal vision, situated and positioned. "Rationality" 

does not come from above, but instead moves laterally, 

susceptible to disturbance, interruption, and fracture. 

In th1S scenario of partial connection, historical 

analyses and excavations irlto the past are a delicate 

(however, important) point of contention. How do we talk about 

history without turning it into a disembodied testimonial to 

time past, the documentation of stories of great people, 

places and events from either positions of privilege, or their 

subjugated counterparts? Can the histor1cal knower seek a 

similar subject position of objectivity as the scientific 

knower.· when the very notion of history is itseJ f already 

objectified, of other time, of other place? Yeso That is, if 

we regard history as immediate and presf=mtly oriented, as 

something that 1S not in the past, but rather, as that which 

exists in the present, always contestable, open to 

1nterpretation, and to the critical "eye." Likewise, there is 

no such thlng as "innocent" history, and l think feminist 

critiques as subversive visual techniques can ably attest to 

this. 

l have tried to position the work of feminist critiques 

of sc ience, notably the work of Donna Haraway, as late 

twentieth-century proof of how certain nineteenth-century 
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visual techniques were imperfectly constituted. Haraway' S 

concept of "situated knowledges" resonates w1th a separation 

of the senses in physiological and technical studies in v1sion 

from the previous centu' y. Thus 1 the imperfect constitut~on of 

visual practices in the nineteenth centu~~, as alluded to by 

Crary 1 reveals itself as a residue in a reconfiguration oE 

"objectivity" by twentieth-century feminists. It is by way oE 

nineteenth-century empirical models 1 which ironically were 

derived from period developments in the knowledge of vision, 

that Haraway is able to return to connection with nineteenth­

century paradigms through twentieth-century Eeminist 

epistemology. Twentieth-century feminist practice lS a radical 

epistemological shift that was imperfectly constituted in the 

previous century. 

l 



Chapter Four 

Conclusion 

In this thesis l have attempted to draw out issues 

integral to studies in epistemology. Using Thomas Kuhn as an 

entry point, l argued that the way in wh~ch we make our 

knowledge claims is not outside of culture and history, but 

rather is erobedded in these processes. History, to take this 

argument further, is not the linear unfolding of a set of pre­

determined events. History is the production of ideas, as are 

ways of seeing, techniques of observation, epistemology. l 

have tried to resist replacing narratives of progress with a 

narrative of human construction in which ail that we see and 

ail that we 

"handicraft. " 

deliberate. 

do is derivative 

The world is simply 

of sorne kind of human 

(and complexly) not this 

What this complexity suggests is that cause/effect 

proposais, and arguments based on ideological control 

surrender responsibility and accountability in their efforts 

to provide whole stories, and "truth"-oriented analyses. The 

difference resides in process-orienced research methods, where 

methods based on predictions concerning results-oriented 

reseèlrch escape relevance. That is, comparing points "A" and 

"B" as initial and finished states are challenged with 

investigations into the overlap of influential circumstances 
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that res~de in the gap between these pOlnts. Put another way, 

it is the difference between regarG.1Ilg a line as that WhlCh 

connects two points, and ralsing the importance of pOlnts as 

sites through WhlCh li~es pass. The camera obscura and 

stereoscope, respectively, are technlcal exampies of thlS 

shift in observational technique, or in terms of a Kuhnian 

response, paradigm shift. 

Current feminist practice demonstrates an epistemologlcal 

shift in perspective from "truth" -oriented, pOlnt -to-polnt 

adjudication to multi-dimensional technique. Sandra Hardlng 

and Donna Haraway, in particular, invest in discourses of 

partial perspective and the non-privileged, or "other," in 

this regard. Haraway uses visual metaphors 

science studies has made privileged notions 

to explaln how 

of "true" and 

"false" appear to be natural. Her response to these unruly 

positions of privilege is one that fictionalizes the notlon of 

"nature" and draws attention to the ways in WhlCh visuai 

perception is both muiti-dimensionai and partial, absolutely 

ernbodied. That is, we do not look out upon the world as lE lt 

is separated from us by a microscope or sorne other problug 

device. wi th our technicai capacities to probe celest ial 

bodies externaIly, and internally probe biological ones, the 

boundary between inside and outside is absolutely blurred. 

In identifying the blurring of this boundary distinction, 

the dismantling of binary oppositions, with an awareneS5 oE 

cultural, historical and social polysemy, technology becom~s 
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::agnlflcant. Technologies do not determlne the way in WhlCh we 

see the world, nor are they prosthetlc filters through WhlCh 

we observe the world around us. Technology, in general, 

maintains a logic that resonates with the ongoing 

reorganlzation of soclal, cultural, and historlcal 

CJ.rcumstances. It is no wonder, therefore, that Donna Haraway 

evokes satellite imagery and radiation wavelengths to 

establish her episternological positioning. 

Wi th a comparable understanding of the "situatedness" of 

the observer, Jonathan Crary cultivates a partnership between 

optical hlstOry and epistemology. Both Haraway and Crar~ are 

intent on breaking down the barriers that have succeeded in 

producing binary schedules. For Crary it is the supposedly 

"natural" separation of "experimentalisrn" and Il realism" in 

artistic and technical practice, respectively, that preserve 

binary opposition. For Haraway, it is the "natural" attitude 

wi th which the sciences (and poli tics , and society, etc.) 

reproduce gender binaries and hierarchies, and cultural 

blnaries and hierarchies, that preserves oppositional 

structures. Both contend that these "naturalisms" must 

necessarily be "denatured, 1 and therefore proceed to elucidate 

this problem through disc·...I.C)sions of visual technique and 

practice. 

ThlS bl:ings me to address the importance ln 

communications studies, in which many of us rely upon visual 

techl1010gies t.o make our research proj ects, of establishing 
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responslble and accountable ways of uSlng "Ob]ectlvlty" ,18 c1 

category of analysls. Our research results are only :ts goad c1~; 

the methodologlcal techrllques we employ. Thus, an apparent 

lrresponslbllity 

reliability of 

ln technique 

results. This 

signltlCantly 

requires that 

affects 

one ask 

the 

the 

following kinds of questions: Can l make assumptlons about how 

the world works based on a statistlcal and/or vlsual 

representation? Because l see something, does thlS necessarlly 

preclude an understanding of it? How does the implementatlon 

of visual technologies such as video, film, or ev en computers 

shape the way in which knowledge is produced? Furthermore, can 

video and film be used as conduits of "reality?" And flnally, 

how do the visual technologies we use, and V1Slial 

represenc.ations we derlve, play into the formatlon of ,:lCademlc 

disciplines in genera]? That is, why is i t that we nave a 

discipline such as communications studies ln thlS latter part 

of the twentieth century, where our access to the Il t::veryday " 

15 mediated through powerEul visualizlng technlques and 

rnetaphors? 

These kinds of research questions draw attention to the 

fact that that seemingly simple problems are not so slmple 

when we begin to address the methoèological complexlt18s 

involved in perforrning research. It is thlS line of questlon­

making that l hope to have pointed out in my thes lS, in WhlCh 

the problems of the observer and "ob]ectivlty" are Just t'lia 

examples. 
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In response to such "complexity, " I do not see how any 

research proposal can ignore the contr~butiof's of femin~st 

epistemology. l do not wish to make essential a categorJ of 

"feminine," but rather l w~sh to point out the episternolog~cal 

significance of femini3t discourse and discourses of the 

"other." l do not rnake th~s clairn without a situated subJect 

position of non-pr:'vilege. l do not rnean to suggest chat 

sorneone without visible gender identification (s~nce we aIl 

have a gender) or distinct characteristics of "otherness" 

(those of us who are not male or white, or middle class) is 

unable ta make these arguments. On the contrary, l mean to 

address the problems implicit in responding to the hidden 

spaces of "otherness" by subscribing to an empathetic des~re 

to "go native." 

Methods driven by the infinite mobility and 

interchangeability of the observer are a "feel good" response 

to achieving "objectivity" 

claim an understanding of 

situating oneself as the 

in analysis. One cannot sirnply 

the "other" without radically 

observer. The cho~ce is not to 

disengage perspective and sustain judgmental relativism but 

rather ta maintain a radical specificity of subject position. 

In accordance, feminist critical practice has ass~sted in 

distinguishing a shift in episternology in which we begin to 

"see" and make knowledge claims in terrns of the partial and 

incomplete. The early incarnations of this episternological 

shift reside in Thomas Kuhn's contributions to a history and 
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philosophy of science as prefaced in The Structure of 

Scientific Revolutions. 

l would like to conclude with sorne considerat1ons for 

further research as made apparent to me near the end 0 f my 

proj ect. What l have not addressed in this st udy is the 

relationship between consciousness, language, and vision. On 

the basis of rny research, it has come to my attentlon that 

invest igations into epistemological development, Wl.th 

particular emphasis on vision, must include a concept of 

"mind, Il and how Il mind Il works to engage l.n d1scursive and 

visual production. That is, the eyes do not operate in 

isolation of a mind, or nervous system, and likewise we do not 

put into language the things we see without sorne connection to 

the mind. 1 This significantly makes more complex very casual 

and causal assumptions such as Il seeing lS believ1ng." 

Wi th these ideas in mind l would like to remind the 

reader that the thesis is both partial and 1ncomplete. At any 

rate, I hope to have inspired further discussion in the area 

of epistemology, and to have suggested that knowledge clalm-

making, and the establishment of ways of seeing are processes 

that perpetually and necessarily enfold a variety practices. 

Herein I situate the observer. 

1 Henri Bergson equates the process of the mind at work with 
the function of a telephone exchange. That is, the mind lS a 
telephone operator and the nervous system is our hardware, wher~in 
perception is sensory based, as opposed to intellectually 
determined. See Henri Bergson, Matter and Memorf, 17-76. 

" 
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