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Editor’s Note

Toward Sociological Re-Imaginations
of Science and Peer Reviewing

Mohammad H. Tamdgidi

University of Massachusetts Boston

mohammad.tamdgidi@umb.edu

Abstract: To what extent does the traditional and prevailing models and practices of “science” and
especially of academic peer-reviewing enhance or hinder the advancement of the sociological
imagination? More specifically, if the sociological imagination centrally involves the cultivation of
an ever deepening link between our knowledges of our personal troubles in everyday life to our
knowledges of the ever widening public issues arising from the structures of contemporary capi-
talism in a world-history context, how does a science still biased in favor of classical notions of
impersonal “objectivity,” and a peer-review mechanism structurally bent on “blind” peer review-
ing and subtraction of the “personal” from the texture of reviewed manuscripts, help us advance
the sociological imagination? The juxtaposition—in this issue of Human Architecture—of a sympo-
sium of papers on the public issues related to the malfunction of science and peer reviewing on the
one hand, and a series of innovative, reflective self-explorations by students and/or faculty of their
experiences of learning and teaching the sociological imagination on the other hand, can hopefully
and “empirically” illustrate the difference our sociological re-imaginations of science and peer
reviewing can make for students and faculty alike in understanding and transforming their every-
day lives, on- and off-campus.

To use the parlance of peer reviewing,
it may initially appear as “unfitting” to in-
clude a symposium of important articles by
two international scholars and specialists
on the sociology of science and peer re-
viewing in this issue of Human Architecture
titled “Sociological Imaginations From the
Classroom”—a journal issue which also in-
cludes innovative papers by various inter-
national faculty and UMass Boston stu-
dents and faculty focusing on teaching and
learning of the sociological imagination.
How can these two themes relate to one an-
other and “fit” into the same thematic issue

of a journal?

The sociological imagination according
to C. Wright Mills!, readers may recall, is a
quality of mind that enables its holder to re-
late his or her own and others’ personal
troubles to the ever larger public issues fac-
ing society and humanity as a whole. It is
the ability to relate reflections on the here-
and-now dynamics of one’s everyday life
and personal troubles to the larger social is-

1 See C. Wright Mills, The Sociological Imagi-
nation (New York: Oxford University Press,
1959).
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sues of the prevalent society, of the times,
and in the context of ever wider world-his-
torical landscapes.

As editor of this journal and this issue,
however, | find the two to be quite intimate-
ly linked and fitting with one another. In
fact, | would argue that exploring and un-
derstanding the nature of this intimate link
between the symposium and other sub-
stantive papers published in this issue is a
much needed effort in cultivating our so-
ciological imaginations of science and of
peer reviewing.

The question that may direct us to see
more clearly the link between the two kinds
of inquiry may best be expressed as fol-
lows: To what extent does the traditional
and prevailing models and practices of
“science” and especially of academic peer-
reviewing enhance or hinder the advance-
ment of the sociological imagination? More
specifically, if the sociological imagination
centrally involves the cultivation of an ever
deepening link between our knowledges of
our personal troubles in everyday life to
our knowledges of the ever widening pub-
lic issues arising from the structures of con-
temporary capitalism in a world-history
context, how does a science still biased in
favor of classical notions of impersonal
“objectivity,” and a peer-review mecha-
nism structurally bent on “blind” peer re-
viewing and subtraction of the “personal”
from the texture of reviewed manuscripts,
help us advance the sociological imagina-
tion?

The way we view and practice science
as a public issue and phenomenon, and
how we come to understand our personal
troubles in their intimately private and in-
ter/intrapersonal dimensions are closely
interlinked. In prevailing traditional prac-
tices of peer reviewing where “blind” re-
views? are treated as somehow more “sci-
entific” than personally transparent ones,
the very point of the sociological imagina-
tion involving an exploration of intimate
events and issues of the scholars’ own per-

sonal lives are sacrificed in the name of sci-
enticity and presumed scientific functional-
ism. The two symposium papers by Klaus
Fischer and Lutz Bornmann—Kkindly and
especially translated from German and
Swiss for publication in this issue of Human
Architecture—shed significant light on the
extent to which the taken-for-granted struc-
tures of science and peer reviewing have
been and continue and need to be problem-
atized in favor of more liberatory scientific
and peer reviewing practices that, | would
argue, can be also much more conducive
and favorable to the advancement of the so-
ciological imagination.

Human Architecture has had a continu-
ing commitment to publishing undergrad-
uate and graduate student papers as schol-
arships of learning, in addition to papers
from faculty and more senior scholars, both
local and international.® As noted in the
founding statement of the journal, “Human
Architecture provides a forum for the explo-
ration of personal self-knowledges within a
re-imagined sociological framework. It
seeks to creatively institutionalize new con-
ceptual and curricular structures of knowl-
edge whereby critical study of one’s selves
within an increasingly world-historical
framework is given scholarly and pedagog-
ical legitimacy. The journal is a public fo-
rum for those who seek to radically under-
stand and, if need be, change their world-
historically constituted selves. It is a re-

2| have previously argued that in fact,
strictly speaking and from a sociology of knowl-
edge and science perspective, no peer reviewing
can be “blind.” See my previous editor’s note,
“Peer Reviewing the Peer Review Process” (Hu-
man Architecture, vol. IV, issues 1&2, pp. Vii-xv).
See the table of contents of previous issues
of Human Architecture at the end of this volume,
full-texts of which are freely available online at
http://www.okcir.com. Student and other pa-
pers published in Human Architecture are regu-
larly used as required or recommended read-
ings in course instruction. Contents of Human
Architecture are also compiled in the Sociological
Abstracts and SocINDEX with Full-Text (and,
forthcoming, in ProQuest’s “Social Sciences
Journals”).
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search and educational microcosm for fos-
tering de-alienated and globally concerned,
self-determining human realities.”

Such a substantive commitment on the
part of the journal to helping advance the
sociological imagination requires new and
innovative structures of scientific investiga-
tion and peer reviewing that do not habitu-
ally take for granted the traditionally nar-
row definitions of “objectivity” and “blind-
ness,” but seek to expand the standards of
“objectivity” and of peer reviewing to a lev-
el that makes the scholars’ and authors’
globally informed personal self-reflexivity
a transparent requirement of the scientific
and peer reviewing process.* Such func-
tional alternatives to the prevailing regimes
of peer reviewing may initially seem odd
and “unfitting” in the broader context of
what has come to be known as science and
peer reviewed scholarship. But it is the very
questioning of such presumptions that can
open new horizons for the re-imagination

41n fact, turning the tables around, “objec-
tive” science can and should be conducted with
a self-reflective awareness of how the scholar is
doing research. See the interesting discussion of
“Interactive Ethnography” by Frank Nutch and
Dick Butcher in “Reflections on Doing Interac-
tive Ethnography” (Discourse of Sociological Prac-
tice, v. 2, no. 1, Fall, 10-14), and Frank Nutch’s
“In the Field: Reflections on Selected Aspects of
Sociological Field-Work™ (Discourse of Sociologi-
cal Practice, v. 5, n. 1, Spring, 15-19). As | have
noted elsewhere reflecting on Nutch’s approach,
interactive ethnography involves “collective
and reflective participation with a research part-
ner in a common filed work in such a way that
the representational goal of understanding the
field ‘object’ is deemed secondary and a means
to the end of self-reflective study of what goes
on in the cross- and inner dialogues of research-
ers as they prepare for, conduct, and evaluate
their work” (Tamdgidi, “Rethinking Sociology:
Self, Knowledge, Practice, and Dialectics in
Transitions to Quantum Social Science,” Dis-
course of Sociological Practice, v. 6, no. 1, Spring
2004, pp. 61-81). In the latter, appreciating
Nutch’s perspective, | continue to problematize
the requirement of doing interactive ethnogra-
phy “with a research partner” and argue that,
given the multiplicity of selves constituting the
inner lives of persons, including scholars, an in-
teractive autoethnography is also possible and
required.

EDITOR’S NOTE IX

not only of our personal lives, but also of
what our public scientific and scholarly
pursuits can achieve.

In this issue and in his sociology of sci-
ence reflections on general notions and
dys/functional practices of science and
peer reviewing, Klaus Fischer® provides us
with new reasons to continue publishing
and appreciating the voices of students and
faculty that chronicle the pages of Human
Architecture. Klaus Fischer aptly writes,

The refusal of all attempts to sup-
port radically new ways of thought
and points of view, let alone to de-
velop them, preserves the disci-
plinary matrix (cf. Kuhn) and the
informal social structure attached
to it. At the same time it also im-
pedes the career of those scientists,
usually young, who are connected
to what is new (which always in-
volves an informal social structure)
and leads to an unjust distribution
of recognition for achievements.
Normal science rewards the guard-
ians of the ruling consensus and
punishes those who threaten to vi-
olate it. As a rule those succeed best
who appear competent while ad-
hering to current conventions of
thought. Only in the best of all sci-
entific worlds, in which many dif-
ferent paradigms compete with
one another, would the negative ef-
fects of these innovation-impeding
reward structures be sufficiently
mollified. (p. 3)

Fischer continues:
... This enmity toward innovation

manifests itself at many levels.
Many examples show that phe-

5 Fischer, Klaus. “Science and Its Malfunc-
tions.” Human Architecture: Journal of the Sociolo-
gy of Self-Knowledge, v. VI, no. 2, pp. 1-22).
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nomena which institutionalized
science at first and in some cases
for a long time had vehemently re-
jected originally, because they were
not compatible with the disciplin-
ary matrix of current research and
hence had appeared unbelievable,
were later able to prove themselves
to be genuine ... (p. 3)

... Complementary to those “unbe-
lievable” phenomena are those
which science had viewed as cer-
tain for years, decades, even centu-
ries, until finally, sometimes in a
very short time, they literally dis-
solved as theoretical frameworks
changed... (p. 4)

I think the best compliment one can
provide to the above observation and to the
student and faculty voices contained in this
volume is that they are “unbelievably” cou-
rageous and pioneering in advancing their
sociological imaginations, taking in consid-
eration, of course, their differing back-
grounds and levels of preparation ranging
from freshmen undergraduate students to
senior international faculty. Likewise, it is
important to note what Lutz Bornmann®
also observes in this issue regarding the
prevailing structures of peer-reviewing in
the world today and how more rigorous
theoretical reflection and intervention in
the taken-for-granted scientific and peer re-
viewing habitus can contribute to widening
and deepening our knowledges of our
selves, of our world, and their interrela-
tions. Bornmann writes,

... [T]he theories in sociology of
science (especially the more recent
theories) have remained unconsid-

6 Bornmann, Lutz. “Scientific Peer Review:
An Analysis of the Peer Review Process from the
Perspective of Sociology of Science Theories.”
Human Architecture: Journal of the Sociology of Self-
Knowledge, v. VI, no. 2, pp. 22-38).

ered in empirical analysis of the
scientific peer review process. The
suppositions of the North Ameri-
can school are often viewed as out-
dated, and a more extensive
theoretical analysis of peer review
from the perspective of social con-
structivism and social systems the-
ory has so far failed to appear.
Therefore, the goal of the present
contribution is to present a theoret-
ical framework for peer review that
also considers more recent theory
developments and that can serve
as a basis for future empirical peer
review research.

The present issue of Human Architecture
chronicles thoughtful papers by students
aimed at cultivating their sociological
imaginations. The authors of these papers
(see the two papers by Jacquelyn Knoblock,
the essays by Henry Mubiru, David Cour-
as, Dima Khurin, Kathleen O’Brien, Nicole
Jones, Nicole [pen name], Eric Reed, Joel
Bartlett, Stacey Melchin, Laura Zuzevich,
Michelle Tanney, Lora Aurise, and Brian
Ahl) make serious efforts at developing
their theoretically informed sociological
imagination of gender, race, ethnicity,
learning, adolescence and work in dialogue
with scholarly sources, relevant theoretical
frameworks and concepts, and various oth-
er texts such as films and works of art.

The volume also includes papers by
faculty (see Satoshi lkeda, Karen Gagne,
Leila Farsakh) who self-reflectively explore
their own life and pedagogical strategies
for the cultivation of sociological imagina-
tions regardless of the disciplinary field in
which they do research and teach. Two joint
student-faculty papers and essays (see
Khau & Pithouse, and Mason, Powers, &
Schaefer) also imaginatively and innova-
tively explore their own or what seem at
first to be “strangers’ lives in order to de-
velop a more empathetic and pedagogical-
ly healing sociological imaginations for
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their authors and subjects. These papers in-
clude innovative classroom exercises that
help cultivate the sociological imagination
in their students, and can in turn serve as
aids to the narrative explorations and pre-
sentations of the pedagogical approaches
invented and used by faculty in the course
of their teaching career. These papers am-
ply demonstrate the extent to which schol-
arships of teaching and learning can com-
plement and enrich one another while ad-
vancing the sociological imagination in
comparative and international frame-
works.

I would like to take this opportunity to
especially thank the dedicated care, atten-
tion, and energies that Anna Beckwith, lec-
turer of sociology at UMass Boston, offered
to this issue of Human Architecture as its
guest co-editor. As noted in each of the con-
tributing student papers, nine of the stu-
dent papers published in this volume were
written in the courses Beckwith taught at
UMass Boston during the 2007-8 academic
year. These included courses on the Sociol-
ogy of Work, Youth and Adolescence, and
Race and Ethnic Relations. Six other papers
by UMass Boston students were written in
various sections of the course, Elements of
Sociological Theory, taught by Tamdgidi at
UMass Boston.

The juxtaposition—in this issue of Hu-
man Architecture—of a symposium of pa-
pers on the public issues related to the mal-
function of science and peer reviewing on
the one hand, and a series of innovative, re-
flective self-explorations by students and/
or faculty of their experiences of learning
and teaching the sociological imagination
on the other hand, can hopefully and “em-
pirically” illustrate the difference our socio-
logical re-imaginations of science and peer
reviewing can make for students and facul-
ty alike for understanding and transform-
ing their everyday lives, on- and off-cam-
pus.
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