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Griesemer invites us to rethink the way we understand science: not as a field, or a practice, or a method, but as mindful breathing process, a way of life, living as dwelling in Ingold's (and perhaps Irigaray and Heidegger's) sense. He invites us along with him through a reflection on the ways he learned (as a philosopher and critical thinker (at Chicago)) to see science as a process that was always a bit removed from life, a bit Cartesian, always, in the end. Being part of a lineage that approached science through the models scientists made, he calls attention to how this lineage modeled these models, and then examines these hypermodels for their assumptions. His tradition modeled science, and in so doing, rendered science a kind of structure apart from the rest of the world in a number of important ways. Key to all of these models was a sense that values came from elsewhere, they "entered" the structure - from above, from below - this doesn't matter, the fact that they are have a status apart from the structure is a clue: they don't know how to think the (breathing) life of scientists. Especially, they don't know how to think of themselves within the same breath, breathing alongside scientists.

I'm forcing the opposition a bit too much. But it is an incisive paper: Griesemer's aim is to attend to attention as a process - interactive, intra-active, never quite in one's control, never not something one is responsible to. "What we attend to becomes substantial in our engagement with it...We act with virtue (or not) and in so doing, perfuse our attentive acts with value...But we do not typically attend to virtue, to the pervading values in the act. So virtue and value remain insubstantial and 'atmospheric,' even though they are absolutely essential to every activity." As a negative project, pointing out pretty glaring problems with the model of values in models of science, and the way in which attending to attention's pervasive valuing gives us purchase on these problems, I am quite enthusiastic. What matters to us is what we attend to. Is there a challenge here to Latour's "matters of fact" vs "matters of concern"? 

"Ethics begins in attention..By paying attention, we have made something imposed or withdrawn matter to us. Values become unnaturally present when we attend to them because attention to values requires the unusual or unnatural effort of abstract, reactive (rather than directive) thinking." I want to agree, but the anthropologist pauses: what form of engagement are we in here, phenomenology? Is even this attention universal? The distinction between natural forms of attention to direct things, and unnatural forms of abstract reactive thinking - the unnatural perhaps is the cultural = abstract? This is not the same division as Levi-Strauss' Savage Mind, or Marilyn Strathern's After Nature, but categories of attention in thinking need to be slowly parsed. Are there other cultures of attention, and would this change this engagement? (In turn, thinking about values in attention provides another way of looking at anthropological counter-oppositions of nature/culture).

Almost immediately Griesemer footnotes that he can't talk about attention without introducing economic notions: "(The metaphor of payment here is significant, since economic value is a way of talking about value in general.)" My attention is drawn instantly to a footnote that is excessively in parentheses! He doesn't of course return to this question of economy. But what economy is it? By attending we grant significance, and the rest become less significance. Does he presume a zero-sum economy into attention? in turn, can there be non-zero-sum forms of attention? More than one attention at a time (Kittler's tracking of Gertrude Stein's experiments, meditation and other techniques of training attention, etc).

 "These concerns, interests and desires introduce a peculiarly human responsibility to those we mark in the course of doing science." Can we evade the aliases for attention that Griesemer has introduced from the beginning- are concerns, interests and desires all subsets of attention, or are there species here? Or histories? The amazing loop of this paper is to begin with an historical reconstruction of models in the discipline of the philosophy of science, critique it through attention to the pervasive valuing in every breath of scientific practice, calling earnestly and modestly for a casuistry approach to values throughout science, and yet not question whether this approach is connected to contemporary science economically, historically or globally. 

I would like to push his conclusions farther, but also to ask of their scope, including the we implied in them: historically statements like, "Science is prone to abuse, too, and we can see abuses of values in science clearly and abundantly in many case studies of values in science." Is this post-WWII science, post-molecular biology science? Do values pervade science in different ways when science is global and north-south differences shape its circulation? Does capitalism (unnamed, not quite pointed to) and its mode of revaluing values need specific attention precisely for the ways in which it shapes attention. For instance, the increasing outsourcing of "ethics" to IRBs and their increasing corporatization, and the requirement to attend to IP rights while writing grants and reporting results within universities. Here i'm especially drawn to think of Kaushik and Mike's para-ethnographic study making a house of science (a new center) joint between MIT and India. 

I do think these questions are made easier by Griesemer's formulations. For instance, I see him locating what Mike Fischer calls ethical plateaus (as societal-science crises of reflexive uncertainty) also within everyday science: "One strong reason to think casuistry can work with processual notions of scientific practice is that in the moments of co-generation of phenomena, when outcomes cannot (yet) be determined (in re-representational abstractions from phenomena), how values attach is uncertain and ambiguous, and that is where casuistry can be a guide when ethical and other value principles fail." I hear Griesemer drawing our attention to the ongoing experimentation with solutions by scientific groups and communities as possibilities for dealing with ethical plateaus.
Griesemer's turn to dwelling is equally inspiring. "If we instead try to follow Ingold’s idea that people dwell in houses rather than just build and occupy them, we get a different dynamic picture of science: a picture of dwelling in science, of a set of practices that may lead to dynamically stable structures, but for which any picture can at best be a snap-shot." My attention is drawn to the way this shift in terms easily conjures up the meeting rooms, corridor mentoring, drinks, all-night editing, bibliography programs, promotion reviews, campus audits, and so on. 

But then, like “attention”, I'm wary of “dwelling” as singular term. I want it to be turned inside out as well. Here a provocation to architects from Luce Irigaray, in her talk, "How can we live together in a lasting way?"  Drawing on extensive research on gender differences in France she asks, "how can we dwell together, being two, in a lasting way? By this I mean with each other being respected. In other words: how can we live I together without eradicating oneself or the other?... The focus, then, has to be in ensuring the protection of each one's natural and spiritual life. Not merely the elementary subsistence of life, but the becoming and flourishing of life" (124, 125). The challenge of differences within dwelling is also Griesemer's conclusion. He suggests that "exemplars" may emerge, and I think many recent STS studies have turned in this direction (e.g. Mike Fortun's work on caring for the data). Irigaray points out a different sort of attention: that maybe the architecture of our dwellings may not be shared (among other things, at this intersection between Griesemer and Irigaray, i'm thinking of humanities and hard sciences as needing such a solution rather than the current algorithms that render equivalent grant dollars and students taught). 

I've wandered a bit far afield of the laboratory that is at the heart of Griesemer's attention. Though he too ends here, "so-called contextual values can be just as constitutive of scientific practice as the so-called constitutive values." Stay focused, or not? Breathe deeply first. I'm thrilled with values via attention, but want to discuss varieties of attentions, training attentions, cultures of attentions. 
