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Central Question:
Can ethnography be scientific – or, at least, avoid a kind of colonialism?
Thesis:
Ethnography will never meet, and should never be made to meet, the level of ‘objectivity’ found in (post-)positivist sciences.  It’s an inherently interpretive practice, and as we all bring our multiple identities to bear on any research endeavor, the best we can do is strive for honestly in our research and willingness to listen to the critiques of others.

Important Quotes
· “fieldwork, as an unsystematized process, embodies biases that we hardly realize are there.” (163)

· [Clifford and Marcus, 1986:] “we should see ethnography as a particular kind of literary text with no particular scientific validity.” (166)

· [Marcus and Fischer, 1986:] “such literary texts might still be very useful in understanding how human cultures and societies worked and how anthropology might serve just as usefully as a mirror of our own predicament as it would as documentation of cultural diversity.” (166)

· “Ethnography has moved from being ideally intuitive, individual, and purportedly inspirational to being public, methodological, and critically scrutinized.” (167)

Jennifer’s Discussion Q’s

1. Compare the views of Clifford & Marcus to Marcus & Fischer.  Where do you fall in this debate, and why?  How might you counter the argument that ethnography is “just literary text”?

2. If ethnography is so riddled with doubt and debates today, why bother with it?  What continues to keep us coming to classes like this one?
