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Abstract

The paper takes its initial cue from the title of this symposium, which might be read as consonant with the challenging and disturbing idea that method(ology) may be effectively self-exploding. In contesting this notion I nevertheless ground my approach on the assumption that any methodological claim to a position of fixity or absolute objectivity is illusory: rather I espouse a fundamentally processual and ontogenetic view whereby methods are regarded as continuously emerging from, as well as shaping, a particular research experience. “Suggestion”, a term that has a lengthy if complex psychological and sociological pedigree, is mobilised as a potentially useful register or “lens” for exploring both the interpretative and self-referential dimensions of my own current project, an ethnographic study of a Community Mental Health Team in East London. But it is simultaneously posited, alongside the themes of “risk” and “creativity”, as having a wider resonance and relevance, whereby rigid distinctions between “subject(ivity)” and “object(ivity)” are disrupted and problematised, as are conventional notions concerning reflexivity. Drawing on a range of theoretical resources, including the work of William James, A.N. Whitehead, Gilles Deleuze, Isabelle Stengers and Brian Massumi, I attempt to sketch out an empirical framework whereby method might be viewed as participating - suggestively, creatively and riskily - in a valuable if inevitably “inexact” enterprise: that is, one characterised by re-configuration and redistribution rather than (self-) destruction.  
Introduction

The symposium title is open to divergent interpretations whereby, method is postulated, respectively, as (i) acted upon: it is – or will be – exploded (ii) an actor: it does the exploding, and risks blowing up both itself and others. In this paper I will follow this second train of thought. Analogically, the topical figure of the suicide bomber springs to mind. Whilst every explosion involves a shattering and destructive process, the explosive agent operating “from within” operates at once as hostage, target and sacrificial victim. It participates in its own disruption and dispersal. In my Conclusion I’ll return to this somewhat disturbing parallel.  

Further, a formal distinction between “method” and “methodology” posits the latter as a “system of methods and rules applicable to research” (Chambers English Dictionary). Thus understood, my topic, strictly speaking, is methodology rather than method. However the stock definition also evokes the impossibility of attaining any external standpoint from where methodology might be examined “in the round”. For this would also imply the ability to step outside the research process altogether. 

These two observations - regarding method(ology) as (a) active process and (b) immanent to itself, systemic and regulatory - provide the background for a crucial “lead-off” question. How might it be possible to begin to evaluate method “in action” and “from inside”, eschewing any pretension to a position of absolute objectivity or fixed neutrality? This challenge is frequently taken up in recent and contemporary social theorising. 

It resonates in phrases such as “anexact yet rigorous”: Deleuze and Guattari (1988: 405) on the “minor sciences”. Or, “a disciplined lack of clarity”: John Law (2003a: 3), advocating that social research methods become attuned to messiness and complexity. These writers reject as illusory the positivistic presupposition that social “facts” or “functions” are accessible to precise measurement or determination. Yet, “disciplined” and “rigorous” imply the retention of (at least limited) claims toward effectiveness and coherence. 

Clearly the question formulated above rests on prior ontological assumptions I cannot further enlarge on here1. Moreover it is open to any number of developments or explorations. In this paper I develop a response along just a single trajectory. This mobilises the notion of “suggestion” as an (at least) interesting and provocative way of, if not answering the question, expanding and enriching a grasp of what it places at stake. 

I will move from a brief theoretical and genealogical treatment of suggestion to a discussion of how it might be put to work within a particular research experience. I will then take up one pervasive theme from that experience: that of “risk” – massively “felt”, yet elusive to evaluation around conventional methodological lines. Risk, like suggestion, may be viewed as a highly mobile, vectorial factor endowing particular interactions with intensity and the propensity for invention. “Creativity” is thus the third and perhaps most fundamental member of a conceptual triad with which I seek simultaneously to problematise and revivify method. 

Together the three notions coalesce in reframing methodology as “event-like”. Hereby “rigour” and “discipline” might come to be seen rather less as exclusive properties or aspirations of the investigator, or of her account. Rather they emerge as conditions of production:  expressions of an “experience” that exceeds conventionally petrified subject/object oppositions.
The research event deployed as exemplary here is an ethnographic study of a multidisciplinary Community Mental Health Team (CMHT) in East London carried out over six months as part of my current Ph D thesis. An implicit tension resides in my use of the word “exemplary”. My approach at once emphasises the local, experiential and contingent nature of the production and seeks to draw out themes and implications inciting wider application2. Suggestion, risk and creativity each play a role in this process. On the “register of suggestion”, method both moulds and is moulded by experience: it actively and creatively – but perhaps not “explosively” – participates in a risky enterprise of de- and re- configuration. 

Suggestion

“Suggestion” is in many ways a vague and elusive term. Etymologically, its derivation from the Latin subgerere, “to put or slide something beneath” (Gheorghiu, 1989: 103), conveys the sense that something is added, altered and perhaps substituted. But in this case, how would we define the “other” suggestion replaces or supplements, if not in terms of a prior suggestion?

Suggestion is also described as redolent sometimes of compulsion but never of coercion (ibid., 101). Thus it lends itself as a marker of social processes on a spectrum extending from frank demonstrations of power – for example, within hypnotic relations and the “placebo” effect – to subtler and often overlooked aspects of everyday interaction. It evokes an excessive and often hidden property of events. The term is used not only more-or-less technically to denote indirect or unconscious influence (hypnosis being the paradigmatic case); but also, in the vernacular, as broadly synonymous with direct verbal rhetorical strategies: persuasion; encouragement; advice etc. Moreover, suggestion speaks to our sense that both experience and data may be “tweaked”, re-orientated –possibly, although not necessarily, “falsified” – by the ingression of the “new”, whether in terms of impressions, information, feelings, hunches, intuitions or desires. 

“Suggestion” and “suggestibility” have a lengthy pedigree in the histories of Western psychology, medicine and psychiatry3. Whilst impossible, here, to fully track that genealogy, it is worth drawing attention to one or two of its more salient aspects. For instance, during a period encompassing several decades either side of 1900, there was an efflorescence of scientific, philosophical and psychotherapeutic interest in suggestion, often linked to the “discovery of the Unconscious” (Ellenberger, 1970) and discernible in the work of contemporaries and near-contemporaries of Freud including Binet, Janet, Prince, and James. 

By contrast, Freud himself mainly pursued a strategy of purification: witness his celebrated remark comparing the “gold of analysis” with the “copper of suggestion” (Freud, 1955: 168). For psychoanalytic orthodoxy the latter was relegated to the status of the “irrational” Other against which a more rigorous analytical method must posit itself. Much in the same way, the status of the “placebo effect” has tended to be consigned to that of a mere “control” and neglected as worthy of study in its own right (Chertok and Stengers, 1992; Harrington, 1997).

Both before and after Freud, meanwhile, scientific investigation of hypnosis, remained somewhat peripheral to the central concerns of both medicine and psychology. Moreover, throughout the last century, it proceeded mainly by attempting to isolate and delimit the suggestibility of the hypnotic subject within the controlled conditions of the laboratory4. Nevertheless, a number of authorities (e.g. Spiegel and Spiegel, 1978; Roustang, 2003) have concluded that the hypnotic trance state – regarded as one of maximal suggestibility – far from being exceptional, is exemplary of a more general human “capacity” whereby heightened alertness is coupled with enhanced receptiveness.  For animals, Roustang suggests, and for some human subjects (43-44), the state of free-floating, open suggestibility induced by hypnosis approximates to the “normal” waking condition. 

This has little or nothing to do with the hoary conventional belief that hypnotic relation is characterised by coercion or manipulation5. Rather, according to Roustang, the hypnotist must precede the patient in her transition into a state of suggestive openness for effective transformation to take place. For both partners in the event, change admittedly involves the assumption of a certain passivity and submission. But this submission is paradoxical because it leads to the acquisition of power. It is this “power to configure the world” – an expression Roustang (significantly enough) derives from Heidegger – that is ultimately exposed and enabled within the hypnotic encounter.

In my research overall, and in particular in rethinking the topic of method, I have found this concept of suggestibility a profoundly fertile resource. Leaving aside the “special case” of the hypnotic encounter, I have sought to deploy it in a far more generalised way. Suggestion, in brief, offers a kind of “lens” whereby the distribution of “problems” – pertaining on one hand to “data” and the other to the researcher and her method – might be radically re-envisioned.   

A double consequence of this shift in focus is to problematise reductive understandings of interpretation and reflexivity. In my study of mental health professionals, I have attempted to put suggestion to work on two dimensions. That is: firstly, perhaps more straightforwardly, as a facilitative device for tracing and delineating interconnections and events; secondly, more “reflexively”, as a property or function of the process of observation; a condition of the production of the thesis itself.  

Before expanding on either dimension, however, it is important to linger briefly on the distinction between them. As already indicated, suggestion softens, blurs and renders contestable any clear or incontrovertible opposition between “subject” and “object” – yet without entirely eliminating their meaning. Following Isabelle Stengers (2000: 133)’ characterisation of the “singularity” of the sciences, it might be said to effectively redistribute subjective and objective identities. Put another way, the adoption of a research sensibility “on the register of suggestion”, both self-referentially and in terms of observation/interpretation, has the advantage of retaining, yet reaching beyond, a “symmetrical” approach6.  


Above all, suggestion resonates with the idea of difference – in the sense appealed to by Bateson’s (1973: 428) famous phrase “the difference which makes a difference”7, irreducible to mechanistic or determinative notions of causality. The “use” of suggestion operationally (methodologically) thus goes well beyond its application within a purely therapeutic frame; it serves as a heuristic device whereby a vast range of contexts and interconnections may be opened up and developed. Viewed on this register, CMHT members’ experiences and practices lend themselves to fruitful exploration in terms of their fluctuating susceptibility to those environmental aspects which at any given time insinuate themselves into their negotiations, judgments and decisions. Conversely, other aspects simultaneously recede in intensity and importance. One might speak, respectively, of “positive” and “negative” suggestions.

Creative Suggestion

 At times during my fieldwork suggestive processes emerged overtly, even dramatically. For instance, at one stage the team underwent a collective experience traumatic even by the usual standards of mental health work: a long-term service-user was charged with murder amid circumstances where her care provision was held up for intense scrutiny both by senior managers and the local and national media. In a Clinical Meeting, during discussion of an unrelated patient, ‘Hans’, one of the Consultant Psychiatrists, admitted: “I offered him admission, which I probably would not have done any other week”.  

It would be misleading, however, to focus solely on such episodes. I found suggestion equally helpful in making sense of mundane transactions between members and their environment; the minute shifts, inflections and nuances whereby transient combinations of things, feelings and people8 eventuated reverberations and repercussions. Indeed, some of the most interesting processes I observed fell under the remit of “administration”, a dimension of organisational life actors and commentators (e.g. Law, 1994) alike tend to “hive off” as subsidiary and supplementary, “outside” of its core functioning.

For example, take the way “suggestive” conjunctions between communications “hardware” – computers, photocopiers etc. – and the preferences, prejudices and assumptions held by their users punctuate office routine and critically impact on subsequent developments (including, in this context, more overtly important “clinical” events: the “how” and “why”, say, of an admission or discharge). Again, and more specifically, take a supposedly “banal” process like the opening and closing of an internal door. In the example I have in mind this operation was sometimes exclusively controlled by ‘Ellie’, an officially low-ranking administrative worker, on the avowed basis of “keeping her chilblains at bay”! Yet this idiosyncratic, apparently trivial event had a significant “knock-on” influence on circulation and communication between team members, promoting or inhibiting, for example, ad hoc case discussions. Borrowing from chaos theory, such instances might be rethought in terms of “bifurcation points” in a far-from-equilibrium system (Prigigone and Stengers, 1984: 160) whence new, unpredictable order emerges. 


Risk

It became apparent at an early stage of my fieldwork that both talk and action in the CMHT were permeated with a sense of risk. Addressing risk was a task in which team members clearly felt themselves intimately and unceasingly involved. However, to begin to engage (method-ically/-ologically?) with “addressing that address” presented me, as researcher, with considerable challenges.

How to proceed? Clearly risk is far from being a monolithic or simple notion. Perhaps present “exposure” to hazard or danger could be distinguished from the possibility or probability of a certain event occurring in the future.  Alternatively, a contrast might be drawn between risk discourses (often imposed from “without”) and actions targeted at tolerating, reducing or eliminating risk. But neither option seemed entirely appropriate. Besides, these or other putative classificatory impulses militated against a grasp of what “I” and “they” both sensed (at least I sensed they sensed!): risk as an omnipresent, massive and often undifferentiated aspect of felt reality.  

In their own terms, what most overtly preoccupies mental health professionals is the possibility that those whose care is entrusted to them will kill or harm others or themselves. The degree whereby a practice agenda revolving around this factor has been institutionalised could scarcely be overstated. Yet “dangerousness” stubbornly resists systematic quantification; clinical risk “assessment” remains largely in the realm of qualitative judgment, intuition and hunches.  

Nevertheless, the vague but potent sense whereby risk is posited as “somehow” determinable, measurable and thus preventable9 persists in policy and practice discourse at every level (for instance in the Mental Health Act, where the process of compulsory detention is directly linked to a clinical judgment of potential harm).  Everyone in the field is fully conscious of this as a paradox: without exaggeration it produced “routinised” anguish amongst team members.  Whilst checked by a variety of defensive and sometimes transgressive strategies (selective attention; humour; bravado, and so on), the underlying sensibility was inescapable. Team members - and I, by extension - shared a “risk habitus” (cf Bourdieu, 1977). 

Creative Risk

To leave things there, however struck me as unsatisfactory: the notion of habitus was all too reductive and determinative. Gradually an alternative approach dawned on me. Risk, rather like suggestion, might be viewed as an additive, a non-spatial vector, in the sense (combining aspects of both pathological and mathematical usage of the term) of a “bearer” or “carrier” operating dynamically from one ensemble (of people, feelings and things) to the next. Not restricted only to contexts associated with immediate consequences for disaster (and the subsequent potential for fault-finding and blame-attachment), seen thus, risk is always (a) in motion (“its different now to how it was two hours ago”) and (b)“weighable” (“this task is important; that one isn’t”) although inaccessible to precise quantification or measurement. 

Its fluctuating intensification and de-intensification is thus on the order of a continuum rather that of an opposition; “trivial”, “low level” risk can and does mutate into a sense of urgency and crisis, and vice versa.  Most importantly, from this perspective, risk becomes a creative factor. At least, I was able to make rather more sense of actors’ statements and actions. For instance of the ways - transcending, although often inflected by, their various disciplinary orientations - whereby they effectively participated in the “remaking” as well as the “managing” of risk as a key aspect of their “craft”. 

For example, in both informal conversation and semi-structured interviews, team members often dwelt on both the stresses and rewards of making “judgment calls”. How much information to record in user’s files; how often to make contact with clients: how promptly or emphatically to respond to a missed appointment. Or, indeed, when to “wrap things up” at the end of each working day, inevitably leaving a number of tasks undone. Similarly, many material and technical episodes in office life – the use or non-use of security codes and alarm systems; the maintenance and repair of equipment – could be tracked in terms of the fluctuating levels of concern they attracted; constant flows and eddies of intensification and de-intensification.

Admittedly, numerous protocols, policies, management guidelines and the like existed – and at times were directly appealed to – but what stood out were the inventive, fluid ways these were negotiated, interpreted and often circumvented. “Old hands” at the job, I was repeatedly informed, were those who had long ago intuited when to “get stuck in” and when to “let go”; who possessed the ability to make such fine discrimination into an “art-form”. Moreover, I frequently observed collective attention alighting on a certain issue – perhaps an abusive visitor or a broken fax machine – only, regardless whether the matter had been resolved, for it simply to be displaced as a site of contention from one day to the next.     

Connections with my earlier discussion of suggestion should be readily apparent. In short, what I call members’ “riskworking”, like suggestion, presented itself both as a creative approach towards accessing, ordering and prioritising events and an intrinsic (and similarly creative-generative) feature of each new event.  In this, double sense, risk-work may itself be conceived as a methodological process. 

Again, a “reflexive” dimension of this proposition presents itself. Whereas, qua researcher, I no longer face, nor share in the production of, the same dangers as I did when I was a practitioner –an unsatisfactory thesis being simply not of the same order as a formal inquiry following a patient’s death! – my project may nevertheless be conceived similarly as operating on a risk vector. Indeed my approach – “unwarranted”, literally without (absolute) guarantee10 – renders this acknowledgment fundamental. Both I and my research “subjects” engage in creative adventure, with risk-aversive strategies continually balanced against speculative, risk-making endeavour. 

A last word here pertains to the potential practical value of such insights. It has become commonplace – in contemporary sociology (after Beck (1992) Douglas (1992) Giddens (1998); Lupton (1999) among others) and beyond academia – to acknowledge we inhabit a “risk society”; this has been analysed in specific connection with mental health policy and practice (e.g. Slovic 2000). However, whilst I found team members extremely capable of articulately reflecting the extent to which they saw themselves as “holding” risk “on society’s behalf ”, they were by and large far less conscious of being involved in its local (re)production and reconfiguration. 

A shift – however slight – towards greater sensitivity to the latter aspect, whether among practitioners, managers or policy-makers, might contribute towards mitigating the agonic quality with which risk-related issues are currently invested. This is partly a question, in this context as elsewhere, of acknowledging that ad hoc, adaptive, even sometimes contradictory or “illogical” practices usually work, in that disasters happen only seldom; and (conversely) that a familiar reflex managerial response aimed at “tightening up”, “rationalising” or “perfecting” risk prevention may prove counter-productive11. On a more theoretical level, further implications concern the ways whereby  “reason”; “order”; “logic”; and “objectivity” continue to be regarded as  “universals” or “ideals” that should as far as possible be applied to irreducibly complex and unpredictable systems.        

Conclusion

The methodological process I have sketched out here is creative-suggestive; risky, and above all in constant flux. It “takes no prisoners” – this can be disconcerting. Like Donna Haraway in a well-known discussion (1991: 188ff), I yearn sometimes to find a way to “stop” the process. I too could “use some enforceable, reliable account […] of things”.  Haraway’s proposed resolution to the dilemma, however: her adoption of a standpoint of “situated knowledge” strikes me as rather too static. It fails to capture the fluctuating and unstable dynamic of shifting interaction and co-production of which I (feel I) am part12. 


There is a resonance here with therapeutic activity, including the efforts of the professionals I studied. Just like the ethnographer’s, their craft too gropes –often inarticulately and on the basis of “tacit”, near-inexpressible knowledge (cf Polanyi, 1958) – towards undetermined goals along routes inevitably involving the play of chance as well as circumstance. A further analogy can be drawn with another creative practice: painting. James Elkins (1999: 177) has vividly described the essential “steplessness” whereby the artist – whilst like the ethnographer and the therapist guided and supported by “massive literatures on technique and tradition” – must for all that acknowledge a sense of potential groundlessness. “The fundamental anxiety of painterly… method is that it may not exist.”     

The anxiety Elkins articulates (and Haraway fails completely dissolve) provokes a final return to the notion of self-destructive method and that invidious suicide bomber analogy. Regardless of his or her precise motivation (or indoctrination), the bomber’s behaviour suggests a drastic wager on non-existence and groundlessness, at least in terms of the individual perpetrator’s worldly fate. Just as their explosive project, whilst perhaps fullheartedly directed towards correcting evident wrongs, betrays a despair of alternatives, not to mention an overwhelming disregard for values and meanings held by others…so perhaps too with method. 

Sociological method relieves not only itself but also its potential public of any pretension towards value, meaning and (howsoever limited) effectiveness where directed exclusively towards its own annihilation13. My model here has been the altogether gentler, although no less radical, notion of “reconfiguration” evoked earlier in the citation from Roustang. On the register of suggestion, methodologies are neither fixed nor certain, but ongoing. Constantly unmade, but also remade, they are creative rather than destructive. 

Notes





1 My (continually evolving) theoretical orientation takes its cue from a range of thinkers – including Bergson, William James, Whitehead, and Deleuze – who share an approach to the study of reality in terms of  process and relatedness. This does not mean to claim that I fully “follow” (in the sense of either comprehension or discipleship!) any or all of these writers: rather that their thought has come to provide a “lure” for my own. To crudely summarise the trajectory of the latter: it is one whereby events – rather than things, structures, objects, facts or blocks of data in themselves – offer the most productive entry-point towards understanding experience. The “concrete” emerges from the “fleeting” rather than vice versa.  Moreover, according to this perspective, divisions and classifications whereby the social is ordered, including the conventions of linear time and three-dimensional space, are essentially regarded as particular modes of abstraction from a messy, heterogeneous flux. It does not follow from this that they are in any way “unreal”; rather, on the contrary, that other experienced expressions of relatedness and connection are “as real”; following James (1971: 25), that “any kind of relation experienced must be accounted as “real” as anything else in the system.”. The event - any event - expresses a relationship whereby potential (creativity; novelty) is actualised. The shift here is from “being” to “becoming” ;  or, rather being is understood as by its nature “a potential for becoming” (Whitehead, 1978: 23). Or, as Massumi (2002: 8-9) puts it, a move from “ontology” to “ontogenesis”.


To try, as I have, to squeeze this heady conceptual assemblage, into a single paragraph is clearly itself an extremely reductive procedure. I have nevertheless felt it worthwhile to include this footnote, at the risk of adding confusion or merely appearing glib, to indicate something of the philosophical background from which this paper has emerged. Whilst there is obviously an issue of “infinite regress” here, it does strike me as pertinent to a discussion of “method” to attempt make clear some underlying assumptions, if only to avoid the not-unusual alternative: a tacit, unquestioned acceptance that a shared consensual understanding is present.  


2 Indeed, it does so in part precisely by problematising distinctions between the general and the particular.As Brian Massumi (2002: 17-19) points out, “logically, the example is a strange beast” in that  it at once straddles and corrodes the distinction between generality and particularity. Massumi argues that the example might best be viewed in terms of its activity, its creative power to “transmit to the concept” and to “set[…] systems in motion”.


3 Perhaps less apparently at first sight within the “sociological”. However, suggestion played a key role in the recently “rediscovered” work of Gabriel Tarde and the influential if much-criticised writings of Gustave Le Bon, to offer just two examples.


4 For a thorough and accessible conventional historical account see Gauld (1994); I should add that Chertok and Stengers’ (1992) critical re-examination of key aspects of this history has been of profound importance to the development of my ideas in this area.


5 For a fascinating deconstruction of this idea within literary and cultural traditions persisting from the Victorian era to the present day, see Pick (2000).


6 The allusion here is to what Fuller (2000; 283) calls the “signature statement of the “Sociology of Scientific Knowledge approach (Bloor, 1973) wherein the investigator’s search for the explanations of the conditions of the beliefs of others, must be matched by the attempted explanation of the emergence of her own beliefs, i.e. “no special pleading”.  This recommendation for the adoption of a “symmetrical” approach has been widely followed and indeed normalised within contemporary sociology and has become something of a shibboleth in textbook discussions of qualitative method (e.g. Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995: 16). However, whilst it is inarguable that attention to the shaping and location of one’s own socio-historical situatedness incalculably deepens and enriches the research process,  it is not enough in my view to rest there, and the notion of “symmetry”, like that other familiar reflexive trope, the “mirror”, can encourage the emergence of an unhelpfully static view. Here, once again, I have found Massimo’s (2002: passim esp. 13-14) discussion of the difference between self-referentiality and self -reflexivity extremely helpful.


7 Bateson – whose work has strong parallels with that of Whitehead and Deleuze in that he consistently persists in thinking through both “natural” and “social” processes in terms of immanence rather than transcendence, and in not losing sight of what the former called the “mental pole” of actuality – spoke of “the difference which makes a difference” as “an idea…a ‘bit’, a unit of information” (1973: 242). It is that which, within “any…ensemble of events and objects” supplements the effect of “physical” causes such as impact or force, and is immanent to that particular “ensemble” in its entirety rather than limited to one or more of its parts (286-87).


8 There remains a problem of how to characterise these hybrid ensembles? Perhaps, following both Deleuze, and the STS tradition, they should be called “assemblages”; nonetheless “emotional-socio-technical assemblages” seems too unwieldy. Mike Michael’s (2000) notion of “co-(a)gency”  – deliberately conflating “cogency” and “co-agency” – is instructive here, although perhaps it rather misses the added dimension of “feeling”. (e.g. “Paul+computer+state-of-rage” being a very different proposition than “Paul+computer+mood-of-calm”).


9 A double irony is embedded in this “somehow”. First, and rather obviously, in the elusiveness of risk, in the terms that matter to mental health policy-makers, being ever measurable or fully decidable in terms of statistical models; such decisiveness being a kind of perpetual, unattainable horizon against which they struggle (see, for instance Munro and  Rumgay, 2000) given the vicious regress involved  in the interdependence of a potentially limitless number of variables. Second, in the sense that the quantitative conceptions of probabilistic induction that  regulate those models can themselves be traced in part to “subjective” and qualitative  notions such as “good faith” and “reasonableness” (e.g. Daston, 1988; Gigerenzer et al, 1989).


10 I am aware that this statement may be regarded as something of an exaggeration, as clearly any account - mine included - posited within a particular milieu (academic in the present case) produces its own warrant  to some extent, (at least) in an ethnomethodological sense (Garfinkel, 1967), through the very fact of its production and organisation. However, in making the statement I have in mind the commonplace usage of the word as suggesting assurance or “third-party” authorisation, and in this sense am trying to compare and contrast my methodological adventure with the everyday strategies of mental health professionals: they both seem to me to be “unwarranted” in that in neither case can they be “underwritten” in any surefast way by any appeal to external authority. 


11 For a parallel argument in a rather different sphere of activity see John Law’s paper (2003b) on the role of “systems failure” in the Ladbroke Grove rail crash. For the role played by successive official enquiries held in the aftermath of tragedies in the mental health field in fuelling paroxysmal efforts at “repair” and “rationalisation”, Reith (1998) is highly instructive.


12 These comments are intended by way of a problematisation rather than a contra-version. I don’t have any more than the vaguest of alternatives to offer. I believe Haraway is surely correct in regarding relativism as suspect in that it is “a way of being nowhere, while claiming to be everywhere equally” (191). But I am less sure it therefore follows “that the only way to find a larger vision is to be somewhere in particular”(196). Haraway’s notion of “situated knowledge” – avowedly partial, but backed-up by “webs of connections called solidarity in politics and shared conversations in epistemology” – has proved extremely influential and has undoubted merits. But equally it strikes me, to an extent, as somewhat suspect in offering a “lure” towards premature “arrival” rather than ongoing adventure.


13 Here I part company with more than one influential thinker, for instance Paul Feyerabend, at least insofar as he wrote in “Science in a Free Society” (1978: 217) that “we must admit that methodology is very much alive…but it is not the kind of life a reasonable person would want to live”. 
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