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19" _there is no exchange of this sort between the writer and the reader. The writer does not respond to

the reader. Rather, the book divides the act of writing and the act of reading into two sides, between
where there is no communication. The reader is absent for the act of writing; the writer is absent from
the act of reading. The text thus produces a double eclipse of the reader and writer. It thereby replaces
the relation of dialogue, which directly connects the voice of one to the hearing of the other. (31§
Mario J. Valdes % A Ricoeur Reader: Reflection & Imagination, Harvester, 1991, P45.)
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The symbolization of group boundaries and identity (the ‘umbrella’), the
distinction between private judgments and public behavior, and the variety of

types, all suggest that normative consensus is not necessary for the existence of a
shared social identity. (p.123)

(1= R %)

...for Berger and Luckmann, the unifying umbrella under which the discrepant
diversity of social life can come together. (p.130)
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Umbrella is used to refer to a single group or descriptions that includes a lot
of different organizations or ideas...
(p-1690)
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The ordeal and the interview are not the only forms of rationalization:

recruitment by election, by nomination, or by lottery can be important too,
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drawing on specific legitimately rhetoric of democracy, authority and
chance.(p.152)
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Thus, one can see and ‘bump up’ against both marriage and a university.
Metaphorically, where marriage is a shifting archipelago of particular and
historically ephemeral marriages, a university is a substantial land mass (which
1s not to ignore its eventual historical impermanence). (p.132)
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This brings me back to Barth, for whom consistent patterns of behaviour
generate identity boundaries and collective social forms more generally.
Goffman is concerned with this when he talks about ‘routines’ and ‘presentation’.
Schultz also seems to allude to it® in his definition of a ‘personal ideal type’ — a
model or typification of a particular kind of person and of what it@ is plausible
to expect of them — as ‘by definition one who acts in such and such a way.’
Should the behaviour not conform to the ideal type, then eventually the

individual will be re-identified with reference to another ideal type. (p.119)

AE PP ELoFFE B2 AR it (AHEEIOQ) F AR
Aty FZ B it NIRIFE A 2 0 2 S RE S AREH N T 2 gk o WG
BEir R Qit §_ g 23 0 v 1L vk 22304 B R {8 Ri%E_...and of what

to expect of them » f& & :x @it » fﬁ%;ﬁ RE B s mEBIP TSR

e ¥ - KB 3o NP Qit £45 % - = F 9% - B F I consistency °

Consistency, as distinct from consensus, is important in social life. The
symbolization of communal identity generates as an imagined similarity, and as
Anthony Cohen argues, this allows difference and heterogeneity to prosper. But
if diversity was all, social life would be complex and unpredictable to the point
of being unimaginable. Because people orient their behaviour in terms of it,
communal identity — for example — is ‘socially real’ in W.I. Thomas’s sense.
People may or may not think the same, but there must be some reciprocal and
consistent similarity, if not uniformity, in what comemebers do. Identity is a
practical matter of what people do, and it involves similarity as well as

difference.

This brings me back to Barth, for whom consistent patterns of behaviour
generate identity boundaries and collective social forms more generally.

Goffman is concerned with this when he talks about ‘routines’ and ‘presentation’.
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Schultz also seems to allude to it in his definition of a ‘personal ideal type’ — a
model or typification of a particular kind of person and of what it is plausible to
expect of them — as ‘by definition one who acts in such and such a way.” Should
the behaviour not conform to the ideal type, then eventually the individual will
be re-identified with reference to another ideal type. (p.119)
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(=)
This puts a different spin upon Cohen’s argument about the symbolic power
of boundaries to license or accommodate within them a degree of dissensus

and heterogeneity. (p.120)
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The ordeal and the interview are not the only forms of rationalization:
recruitment by election, by nomination, or by lottery can be important too,

drawing on specific legitimately rhetoric of democracy, authority and chance.
(p.152)

(b )

Thus, one can see and ‘bump up’ against both marriage and a university.
Metaphorically, where marriage is a shifting archipelago of particular and
historically ephemeral marriages, a university is a substantial land mass (which
1s not to ignore its eventual historical impermanence). (p.132)
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It is a cumulative social construction which occurs when people who are
identified as, say, Laputans interact with others who are identified

differently, in any context or setting in which being Laputan matters.
(p.127)
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