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Is the generation of scientific data by observation “neutral”, or is it influenced by prior theoretical, cultural, or religious beliefs?  What consequences does this have for scientific objectivity?


Explaining much of the natural phenomenon within this world, like earthquakes, eclipses and famine, requires mankind to venture outside a basic realm of what is humanly possible to control.  If a person has no concrete schema by which to explain the effect of a devastating earthquake, he is likely to explain it through a lens or perspective of something he is familiar with.  This might be a lens of prior scientific knowledge (knowledge of tectonic plate movement), of religious belief (God was angry), or other personal experiences.  

When trying to explain what is unknown, observation of what was seen, heard, or felt can serve as a somewhat controllable tool with which to understand elements that act beyond human control.  But, when a person is observing and trying to understand what is unknown, it is very likely that he will fall back onto previously held ideas and schemas (2x).  Such a tendency will flaw his observations as they will be seen through a lens of some preconceived notion whether that be religious, cultural, or scientific.  Generating scientific data by observation is very much influenced by prior beliefs in most cases; it is rarely “neutral”.  This paragraph was sort of difficult to read. It is almost unnecessary to the main argument unless you state that your purpose of the paragraph is to define ‘bias’. 

As has been discussed in lecture, it is an innate aspect of human nature to desire control.  It is hard to live with a large margin of uncertainty or a high level of disorder.  Especially within ancient time periods, order was believed to be vital for the social dynamic; there was fear that a lack of order would result in horrible repercussions.
  In such times, and in present circumstances to an extent, structures were formed, based on biases, which supported a theory rather than truly tested it. This paragraph is also vague. Much of this can be placed into other paragraphs.

One example of this was Plato’s reasoning for why planetary orbits were circular. (Was it Plato?) He viewed circles or things of a circular nature as being perfect, a representation of the divine.  (This was also one example of the bias of the divine not being eliminated just because using the concept as a means of explanation was frowned upon.—Are you saying that religion and bias are connected?) Applying this belief/schema (3x) to his observation of planetary movement resulted in a persistent argument that orbits were perfectly circular.  When phenomenon like the retrograde motion of Mars came up, it challenged the prescribed order as well as the perspective of Plato which saw the heavenly movements through a lens of cultural/religious bias.
 


A similar sort of logic can be seen in Ptolemy’s theories regarding the placement of the Earth within the cosmos.  Ptolemy attempted to explain something much larger than him.  He was, in reality, trying to explain something which fell well outside the scope of his basic human ability to observe.  Many elements within the universe move upon one another in ways that are unobservable from only one physical location on the Earth.  His observations were limited but were influenced by cultural ideas that placed the Earth at the center of all things as well as viewed it as a dominant element within the cosmos.  His studies lacked the ability to be tested and therefore objectively supported but he used the “scientific” ideas of Plato and others to support his observations, all of which were made from the same physical perspective of his geographical location.  He could not feel the earth move, therefore, from his perspective, it did not move.  He only saw stars and planets travel around the earth, therefore the earth was in the center.


It is important to note that not all scientific theory based on observation is biased due to preconceived ideas.  An example of this can be seen in Galen’s experiment with the two way valve within the urinary system of a human (or a small animal to be more precise).  Unlike the observations of Plato or Ptolemy, Galen did not go into his experiment with an idea of what should happen.  He set up an experiment with controllable variables (what tract was blocked) and made observations based on what he saw.
  The idea of a two way valve was not so huge a phenomenon that it could not be tested versus reverting to prior schemas and experiences as was the case with determining the movement of the cosmos.  Galen’s work tested a theory rather than observing things that would prove the theory to be correct.


Using biased perspectives to explain huge phenomenon results in a loss of scientific objectivity.  When a person approaches a problem or a situation with a notion of what should happen, he is more likely to miss important factors that would contribute to understanding something, whether a two way urinary valve or an earthquake, in its truest context.  He is more likely to read in alternative ideas that might make sense within his schema (4x) but in reality do nothing to explain what is going on.  Preconceived biases, whether cultural, religious, or theory based, do not allow room for scientific objectivity.  If nothing else they muddle observations and force people to agree upon a consensus, a conglomeration of opinions, not an objective truth.
 Good. 

Observation is an important tool in the process of compiling scientific data.  However, what is observed needs to be testable, like Galen’s experiment, in order to guard against the propensity to fall back on past experiences and preconceived ideas.  This is the default when a person tries to explain what is in fact bigger than his personal schemas (5x!!! Word usage) and it does not allow for objective scientific data to be constructed. 
Great Paper. You did a really good job of staying within the question. Your use of evidence was good and you were careful to work within the context of what was given to you. As written, your first two body paragraphs were a bit shaky and were difficult to connect with the rest of the essay, mainly because they lacked evidence and did little to support the thesis. Your argumentation is good, though. You make really good points based on the evidence you present, and your paragraphs can be made more precise by sticking to the organizational structure of making a statement, supporting it with evidence, and stating the significance of the evidence and your statement in relation to your thesis. All in all, this was a great pap
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