Interpreting Interpretative Anthropology
Emerson on Fieldnotes:

1)  “Choice of method reflects the researcher’s assumptions about social life and how to understand it” – yes but what else?

2) Why does Emerson say we should avoid asking why questions and making notes about causes?

3) Emerson gives an example in which he cautions not to take student and teacher claims about democracy and powersharing at face value, but rather as achievements that were variously honored in the setting. Why? Compare to Cullers: http://homepage.mac.com/allanmcnyc/textpdfs/culler1.pdf
Explain the following passages in Geertz Introduction:

4) Looking at the ordinary in places where it takes unaccustomed forms brings out not, as has so often been claimed, the arbitrariness of human behavior (there is nothing especially arbitrary about taking sheep theft for insolence in Morocco), but the degree to which its meaning varies according to the pattern of life by, which it is informed.
a. What does he mean?

b. How does this avoid determinism?

b. Why not look at the ordinary in places where it takes accustomed forms?

5)  Culture is most effectively treated, the argument goes, purely as a symbolic system (the catch phrase is, "in its own terms"), by isolating its elements, specifying the internal relationships among those elements, and then characterizing the whole system in some general way--according to the core symbols around which it is organized, the underlying structures of which it is a surface expression, or the ideological principles upon which it is based. Though a distinct improvement over "learned behavior" and "mental phenomena" notions of what culture is, and the source of some of the most powerful theoretical ideas in contemporary anthropology, this hermetical approach to things seems to me to run the danger (and increasingly to have been overtaken by it) of locking cultural analysis away from its proper object, the informal logic of actual life. There is little profit in extricating a concept from the defects of psychologism only to plunge it immediately into those of schematicism. 

a. Earlier he mentions his objection to psychologism in the example of Stephen Tyler and “private theories of meaning” (a more contemporary example would be Brad Shore). What anthropological theory is he referring to here as “schematicism”?

6) Only short flights of ratiocination tend to be effective in anthropology; longer ones tend to drift off into logical dreams, academic bemusements with formal symmetry. The whole point of a semiotic approach to culture is, as I have said, to aid us in gaining access to the conceptual world in which our subjects live so that we can, in some extended sense of the term, converse with them. The tension between the pull of this need to penetrate an unfamiliar universe of symbolic action and the requirements of technical advance in the theory of culture, between the need to grasp and the need to analyze, is, as a result, both necessarily great and essentially irremovable.

a. How might this contrast with Goffman’s approach? What might Geertz’ critique of Goffman be?

7) Although one starts any effort at thick description, beyond the obvious and superficial, from a state of general bewilderment as to what the devil is going on--trying to find one's feet--one does not start (or ought not) intellectually empty-handed. Theoretical ideas are not created wholly anew in each study; as I have said, they are adopted from other, related studies, and, refined in the process, applied to new interpretive problems.
a. How does this compare to grounded theory? 
8) My own position in the midst of all this has been to try to resist subjectivism on the one hand and cabbalism on the other.
a. How well does he succeed in either direction?

From the cock fight:

9) Surrounding all this melodrama--which the crowd packed tight around the ring follows in near silence, moving their bodies in kinesthetic sympathy with the movement of the animals, cheering their champions on with wordless hand motions, shiftings of the shoulders, turnings of the head, falling back en masse as the cock with the murderous spurs careens toward one side of the ring (it is said that spectators sometimes lose eyes and fingers from being too attentive), surging forward again as they glance off toward another--is a vast body of extraordinarily elaborate and precisely detailed rules.
a. How does the writing and punctuation of this paragraph echo its content? What does that tell you about interpretive anthropology?
10) What sets the cockfight apart from the ordinary course of life, lifts it from the realm of everyday practical affairs, and surrounds it with an aura of enlarged importance is not, as functionalist sociology would have it, that it reinforces status discriminations [such reinforcement is hardly necessary in a society where every act proclaims them), but that it provides a metasocial commentary upon the whole matter of assorting human beings into fixed hierarchical ranks and then organizing the major part of collective existence around that assortment.
a. How does this differ from functionalism?
=======================================================================

Emily Martin:

11) Does it matter that pharmaceutical sales and marketing employees today are highly invested in their work for altruistic reasons? Will this finding affect our understanding of the power wielded by pharmaceutical corporations today or our ability to moderate it? The marketers and sales people I

interviewed are pretty much at the very bottom of the hierarchy, handed materials or handed jobs over whose design they have very limited discretion. It is hard to imagine that anyone higher up in the major pharmaceutical corporations would care much about their opinions. My interest was to see how they see their work as meaningful—virtuous—in spite of their powerlessness. Describing this part of the pharmaceutical complex ethnographically is important because it points to a place where the apparently

seamless power of the corporation fractures a bit. My contemporary interlocutors did not so much occupy a site of resistance as they occupied a space in which they could imagine that their work served higher purposes, framed in terms of the venerable American value of helping others achieve a healthier life through scientific technology. Would we want to call them deluded, in the grip of an ideology or false consciousness? In some ways, perhaps.

a. What is false consciousness? 

b. Why does that serve as a “null hypothesis” here?

c. What are “moral microclimates” and what is their significance? (compare for example to Awiah Ong’s “Spirits of Resistance”
==============================
