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Introduction:
	The process of discovering new theories is usually a complicated and usually influenced by a variety of factors. Although most people are only concerned by the use of theory and hypothesizes, there is need focus on the process of making scientific discoveries. This means that emphasis should be put on understanding the building of scientific systems into the human appreciation and observation of facts and information rather than the formulation of observations, data and facts into scientific systems and theories. This article, will focus on the various patterns of discovery found in the field of scientific discoveries and in doing so show why some scientific aspects are often misrepresented by scientists as well as philosophers and explain the how the mistakes are conceived. This will be achieved by considering the main cause of misrepresentation of scientific concepts and the influence of physical makeup of the observational tool and their specification, past experiences with the observation subjects and the effects of personal perceptions on the interpretations made with regards to an observation.
Distinction argument in the article:
	 According to Hanson, misrepresentation of scientific concepts and ideologies such as microphysical thinking occurs due to one major reason. This reason is relatively simple it can be easily overcome. According to Hanson (4-19), the main cause of scientific misrepresentation is failing to view discoveries as concepts or paradigms that require a physical investigation not unresolved, dynamic, scientific research but as completed systems. Usually, during the initiation of this mistake, the assumption that the specific unresolved field of research will one day stabilize and exist in a polished form similar to other scientific areas whose research proves has already been completed. If this misplaced school of thought is adopted, physical philosophers are only left with two choices. The first one is to logically examine deductive systems upon which microphysics is based while the second option is to statistically analyze microphysics theory. This ultimately leads to discrepancies, which result in the common notion that there exists a separation of relevant physical thoughts on principles from the old ways of thinking.
Reaction to the article:
	At first, the relationship between prior existing perception and the observations as portrayed by Hanson was not clear and grasping why there was need to understand the process of making scientific observation  seemed irrelevant. The article’s introduction was long and confusing and complicated. It was hard to relate his examples to the thesis provided. However, upon further analysis of the examples regarding the influences of individual perceptions, educational background and existing knowledge regarding research subjects it became easier to understand how different interpretation may be deduced by different research who observing the same subject. From this knowledge, one is able to understand why philosophical discrepancies exist in microphysical thinking.
An articulation for an argument based on the main thesis:
	One of the most interesting concepts in the book with regards to scientific discoveries is the idea that different observation patterns that are experienced during the process of research can be as a result of differences that occur in the interpretations of observed data or subjects that are experienced by individual observers. According to Hanson (9), although a number of observers may be observing the same object and visualizing it the same way, their deductions may vary due to differences in the process of interpretation as well as the perspective of each observer regarding the object being observed.
Writing skills utilized in the article: 
	The article is well articulated. The author, Hanson, utilized the expository style of writing. In the article, there were a few instances where the author voiced his own personal opinion. The article had its focus on attempting to on ensuring that the readers understood and became familiar with the patterns observed during scientific discovery. Additionally, the article utilized the expository writing skills to transfer the author's knowledge to the audience without necessarily imposing his opinion on them. Additionally, the article provided vast examples in the process of explaining the different concepts and ideologies discussed by Norwood with regards to discovery patterns and microphysics.
Strongest argument in the article:
 	Hanson’s strongest part of the argument in the article was trying to explain how why discrepancies exist in the process of formulating theories. Through the use of well-articulated examples, Hanson (10) explains the concept that different observations could be obtained from different researcher although the researchers observed a single research item similar in all aspects. He made the point that the fact that all observational interpretation ultimately depends on the individual perception of observers and researchers. The article based this argument on the fact that since all visual receptors in human beings function the same way, then there cannot be a difference in the visualization or observations made by various observers. Consequently, the article went on to further argue that the differences result from the fact that each and every individual observer possess a different perception and system of interpretation basic observations. Additionally, he went ahead to show that not all instances observation require interpretation at face value and to some extent showed how different images can be subject to different interpretation depending on the perspective of the observer or the level of information provided prior to the process of observing and analyzing data.
Weakest argument in the article:
[bookmark: _GoBack]	However, according to Hanson (6) there exists a relationship between the physical make up of an observer or the observation tool with the final observational results. However, given two subjects, Hanson failed to adequately explain the relationship between the dynamics of vision and sight such as the condition of the eyeball, optical nerves and retinas to different researcher making varying observation about similar objects or study subjects. Although to some extent the dynamics of vision can influence observations, it would require extensive differences in sight of such vast differences to occur. This formed the weakest part of Hanson’s argument with regards to pattern of discovery as in most cases although the might exist differences in the dynamics of visions, the observation results are mostly the same. Therefore, more facts and figures would have been required as evidence to establish and confirm his argument regarding the factors leading to different observations by researchers rather than providing historical examples.
Conclusion:
	In summation, discrepancies in the field of scientific observations are as a result of the influence of personal perceptions, researcher’s exposure to the research or observation subject in the past as well as the research tools efficiency and specifications. Therefore, having explored the reasons and arguments forwarded it was evident that discrepancies in scientific and physical observations could be a result of various reasons, one of them being variations in the individuals capacity to make interpretations it would be correct to support Hanson’s argument with regards to scientific discoveries discrepancies and anomalies. The reason for concurring with Hanson's conclusion is because of the logic that interpretation is based upon certain factors that vary from one individual to the other. Such factors include individual perspectives and experiences, the point of view, level of intelligence, level of information of each observer possess among many others. However, questions on whether other factors have an impact on patterns of observations arose. Additionally, there was the desire to know if there was any statistical data that accompanied Hanson's observations and deductions. Finally, the article arose interest on the area of patterns of observations and therefore the need to know whether there exist more scholarly articles and journals that advance the research on factors influencing observation patterns in not only physical research but also in other scientific fields in the recent past.
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