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The generation of scientific knowledge by observation should be substantially concrete and foolproof because there is really only one way to observe phenomena.  Oftentimes, however, the empirical viewpoint of scientific observation is abandoned and prior beliefs may taint the observational data.  This occurrence, I feel
, is highly dependent on the nature of the society which the observer is associated with.  A society that has strong ecclesial values and promotes understanding by consensus may produce an observer that will see phenomena that he/she can link to previous religious or scientific explanations.  On the other hand, a society that is more secular in nature and promotes understanding through discourse and criticism may be more likely to produce an observer that will see the phenomena first, then begin to investigate the causes later.  This question could be argued either way, depending on which texts are used.  I prefer the older Greek texts, therefore, I believe
 that the generation of scientific data through observation is primarily neutral and empirical, giving the scientific objectivity of the respective society a more accurate nature.


The best example of this type of neutral observation is the account of the behavior of the Nile River, written by Herodotus.  When he observes that the Nile has a behavior unlike most other rivers, he makes note of his findings, but does not venture any suggestions, as many would do in that case.  Herodotus does, however, begin an investigation by asking local people, even priests, if they know why the river behaves in this way.  “I was not able to gain any information either from the priests or from others.  I was particularly anxious to learn from them why the Nile, at the commencement of the summer solstice, begins to rise...” (Herodotus, II 19-31).  Despite his strong desire for knowledge, Herodotus does not attempt to formulate his own explanation until after he has done investigation.  This shows that his observation was empirical; he made an observation first and asked questions later, upholding good educational techniques
.

Greek medical texts were particularly more susceptible to neutral scientific observation in which the authors relied on visual phenomena that resulted from experiments to formulate a hypothesis.  Galen, in his description of the urinary system, only records what he sees happening during his experiment.  He begins by tying off the ureters and noting that the urine fills them and makes them quite
 distended, and upon removing the obstruction, the bladder fills with urine.  However, he continues to tie off the penis and notes that, even when the bladder is squeezed, no urine travels back up the ureters.  Therefore, he concludes that there must be some physical devise present in the ureters that prevents backflow i.e. a one way valve.  This experiment is purely empirical and scientific and does not allow for previous beliefs to interfere with the observation.  This can be attributed to Galen’s ability to keep separate what he may have previously heard or come to know about the urinary system, or any function of the body for that matter.  He relied strictly on what he saw, and formulated conclusions after he made the observations.  To premise that conclusions have not been hastily formed makes the scientific process that much more accurate and efficient in its purpose (whatever that may be).


The most difficult aspect of observation is getting others to accept what was seen.  When there is doubt, debate and discourse are the best methods to achieve consensus on a subject; and if done in a public context, the results are much more profound.  In The Clouds, Aristophanes creates a comedic debate between Socrates and Strepsiades where Strepsiades claims that thunderstorms are the work of gods, while Socrates argues that they are a natural phenomenon.  There is one particular instance where Socrates describes a critical observation that he made concerning lightening strikes.  The commonly held belief in Greek society, as Strepsiades indicates, is that lightening is hurled by Zeus at perjures to punish them.  Socrates retorts by asking why lightening also strikes temples and trees, which are not perjures in any possibility.  “...He strike his own temple...and the towering oaks.  Now, why should he do that?  An oak is no perjurer” (Aristophanes, The Clouds).  From this argument, Socrates goes on to describe a natural phenomenon for the occurrence of lightening.  I believe
 that this one observation of Socrates is highly significant because he made an observation that was actually contrary to commonly held cultural beliefs.  If Socrates was in any way influenced by prior beliefs, it would have been unlikely that he would have made, or even believed, that observation
.  Perhaps the true significant individual here is Aristophanes, who brought this observation into public context.  In this case, a more scientific objectivity on nature would not just occur to a few individuals, but to an entire audience in attendance at the showing of the play.


Although other texts may indicate different, Greek texts show that scientific observation was neutral.  The observer recorded what he saw and did not make a conclusion based on previous knowledge or beliefs.  It was only after investigation of the phenomena by oneself, that the observer finally attempted an explanation.  It would have been well if the tradition of these Greek scientists was followed, but it was not.  Bias, most likely as a result of fear (probably for one’s soul) began to invade the observations of many, who began to use observations to justify previously held beliefs The key to scientific observation is to have an empirical approach and simply observe the phenomena, nothing else.  Only after extensive observations should one begin to formulate and attempt to answer questions that this observation may have raised.

You make some good points, but you need to reread your essays.  No first person pronouns.  Period.  Used way too much.  Other than that, not bad.
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�First person pronouns bad!  Never use them.  I know how you feel about this.  After all, you wrote the paper.


�Preference is inherent.  Again, I know you believe this because you are writing the paper.


�What does this have to do with the topic?


�Unnecessary word.


�I know you believe.


�Unnecessary statement.  Statement of the obvious.





